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CONTINUATION  OF  PART  II. 

RULES  GOVEENING  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  TESTBMONY. 
CHAPTER  XVIII. 

MATTERS    KEQUIEING    TO    BE    EVIDENCED    BY    WRITIITGS. 

§  972.  In  the  present  chapter  will  be  considered  briefly  those  ?  892 
matters,  for  the  proof  of  which  the  law  requires  a  un-itten  document 
more  or  less  formally  executed;  and,  first,  as  to  those  transactions 
■which,  at  common  law,  are  required  to^be  evidenced  by  deed.  The 
most  important  of  these  relate  to  incorporeal  rights;  and  it  is  now 
clearly  determined,  that  all  such  rights,  whether  they  amount  to 
an  interest  in  land  or  not,  lie  in  grant,  and  as  such  can  neither  be 
created,  assigned,  demised,  nor  surrendered,  except  by  deed.'  The 
term  "  incorporeal  rights "  includes  among  other  things^  advow- 
sons,  ferries,^  rents,  interests  in  lands  not  in  possesbion,  as  re- 
mainders, or  reversions  for  life  or  years,  profits  a  prendre,  easements, 
and  the  like;  and  the  principle,  which  requires  such  rights  to  be 
evidenced  by  documents  under  seal,  does  not  depend  on  the  quality 
or  amount  of  interest  granted,  transferred,  or  surrendered,  but  on 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter;  a  right  of  common,  for  instance, 
which  is  a  profit  h  prendre,  or  a  right  of  way,  which  is  an  easement 
or  right  in  nature  of  an  easement,  can  no  more  be  granted  or  con- 
veyed for  life  or  for  years  or  even  for  days  without  a  deed,  than  in 
fee-simple.* 


I  Wood  V.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  842,  843;  Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  5  B.  & 
C.  229;  Co.  Lit.  337  b.  338  a;  2  Shep.  Touch.  300;  1  Wms.  Saund.  236  a; 
Lyon  u.  Reed,  13  M.  &  W.  303—305;  Bird  v.  Higglnson,  2  A.  &  E.  696  ; 
6  A.  &  E.  824,  S.  C.  ;  Mayfield  v.  Robinson,  7  Q.  B.  486;  Roffey  v.  Hender- 
son, 17  Q.  B.  574.  ^  Mayfield  v.  Robinson,  7  Q.  B.  486. 

*  Wood  V.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  843,  per  Alderson,  B.  See  Williams  v. 
Morris,  8  M.  &  W.  488;  Perry?).  Fitzhovre,  8  Q.  B.  757,  777,  778. 
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836  PAROL  DEMISE  OF  INCORPOREAL  HEREDITAMENT.      [PAET  II. 

§  973.  So  strictly  has  this  rule  beeu  interpreted,  that  even  a  J  892 
ticket  of  admission  to  a  theatre  during  a  season,  or  to  a  grand- stand 
during  the  races,  can  afford  no  irrevocable  title  to  the  party  pur- 
chasing it;  but  after  notice  of  revocation,  he  can  be  removed  by  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  without  assigning  any  reason,  and  without 
so  much  as  returning  the  price  of  the  ticket;  and  his  only  remedy, 
if  any,  is  to  bring  an  action,  founded  on  a  breach  of  contract, 
against  the  person  who  sold  the  ticket,  or  against  those  who  author- 
ised its  sale.'  It  further  deserves  notice,  that,  while  a  mere  per- 
sonal licence  of  pleasure,  as  the  privilege  of  hunting,  will  be 
revocable,  whether  granted  by  parol,  or  under  seal,^  the  privileges 
of  hunting,  fishing,  or  shooting,  if  granted  to  a  party  and  his 
assigns,  and  if  coupled  with  a  right  of  taking  away  the  game  when 
killed,  will  be  profits  &  prendre,  and  as  such  may  be,  and  can  only 
be,  irrevocably  granted  by  deed.' 

§  974.  Although  a  parol  demise  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament  ?  893 
passes  no  estate,  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  the  party  who 
actually  occupies  and  enjoys  the  thing  so  demised,  is  protected 
from  all  liability  to  pay  for  his  occupation  and  enjoyment;  and  the 
better  opinion  is,  that  the  grantor  will  still  be  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  grantee,  in  a  count  for  use  and  occupation,  such  reason- 
able sum  as  the  jury  shall  assess,  for  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the 
hereditament  demised.* 

§  975.  With  .respect  to  the  transfer  of  personal  property  fhe  law    §  894 
appears  to  be  as  follows: — a  donatio  mortis  causa, — which,  by  the 

'  Wood  V.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  838,  843—855;  overruling  Tayler  v. 
Waters,  7  Taunt.  374;  and  explaining  Webb  v.  Paternoster,  Palm.  71;  Koll. 
E.  143,  152  ;  Noy,  98  ;  Poph.  151,  and  Godb.  292,  S.  C.  ;  Wood  v.  Lake, 
Say.  3;  and  Wood  v.  Manley,  11  A.  &  E.  34;  3  P.  &  D.  5,  S.  C.  See,  also, 
Taplin  v.  Florence,  10  Com.  B.  744. 

2  Wood  V.  Leadbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  844,  845;  Wickham  v.  Hawker,  7  M. 
&  W.  79;  Thomas  v.  Sorrell,  Vaugb.  351. 

2  Doe  V.  Lock,  2  A.  &  E.  705;  Wickham  v.  Hawker,  7  M.  &  W.  63 ; 
recognised  in  Durham  &  Sunderl.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Walker,  2  Q.  B.  967;  Bird  v. 
Higginson,  2  A.  &  E.  696;  6  A.  &  E.  824,  S.  C;  Barker  v.  Davis,  34  L.  J., 
M.  C.  140. 

*  Bird  V.  Higginson,  2  A.  &  E.  626;  6  A.  &  E.  824;  4  N.  &  M.  506,  S.  C; 
Thomas  v.  Fredericks,  10  Q.  B.  775.     See  post,  U  981—984,  1036,  1043. 

(3706) 


CHAP.  XVIII.]  DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA GIFTS.  837 

way,  must  be  clearly  '  proved  to  have  been  given  in  contemplation 
of  death,''  and  which,  unless  made  bona  fide  three  months  before  the 
deceased  died,  must  be  accounted  for  at  the  Inland  Revenue  Office, 
and  will  be  liable  to  Probate  duty.  See  44  V.  c.  12,  §§  38, 
39, — passes  no  property  to  the  donee  without  delivery;  ^  and  it 
is  immaterial  whether  at  the  time  of  the  gift  the  chattel  be  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  donor  or  of  the  donee.*  The  gift  of  a 
chattel  inter  vivos,  whether  made  verbally  or  in  writing  without 
deed,  is  not  binding,  unless  there  be  either  an  actual  transfer  of  the 
property,  or  a  declaration  of  trust  respecting  it ;  ^  neither  will  the 
courts  substitute  one  of  these  modes  of  dealing  for  the  other  in  order 
to  effectuate  the  gift,  when  by  so  doing  the  real  intentions  of  the 
donor  would  be  defeated.  °  For  the  judges  cannot  recognise  any 
rule  of  equity  which  would  enable  them,  by  such  a  contrivance,  to 
perfect  an  imperfect  gift,  even  though  it  should  be  in  favour  of  a 
bona  fide  present  made  by  a  husband  to  his  wife.  Still,  such  a 
gift  as  that  just  referred  to  will  be  deemed  irrevocable,  if  it  be 
effected  by  a  declaration  of  trust,  or  if  it  be  either  accompanied  by 
delivery  of  possession,'  or  possibly  if  it  be  followed  by  some  state- 
ment or  act  on  the  part  of  the  donee  testifying  his  acquiescence  in 
the  gift.'  A  similar  gift,  if  made  by  deed,  is  ,complete  without  any 
delivery  by  the  donor  or  acceptance  by  the  donee,  until  disclaimer  by 
the  latter; '  but  such  disclaimer  may  be  by  parol."  An  assignment 
of  chattels  for  a  valuable  consideration  by  way  of  mortgage  will  be 
binding  upon  the  parties,  though  the  instrument  be  not  under  seal, 
and  though  it  be  unaccompanied  by  any  actual  or  symbolical 
delivery." 

I  See  M'Gonnell  v.  Murphy,  I.  R.,  3  Eq.  460. 

^  Cosnahan  v.  Grice,  15  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  215. 

»  Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Str.  955;  Bunn  v.  Markham,  2  Marsh.  532;  2  M.  &  Gr. 
691,  n.  o;  Powell  o.  Hellicar,  26  Beav.  261;  McGonnell  v.  Murphy,  I.  R.,  3 
Eq.  460.  See  Moore  v.  Moore,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  617;  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  474,  S.  C; 
Rolls  V.  Pearce,  L.  E.,  5  Ch.  D.  730;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  791,  S.  C.  ;  Austin  v. 
Mead,  L.  R.,  15  Ch.  D.  651,  per  Fry,  J.;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  30,  S.  C. 

*  Shower  v.  Pilck,  4  Ex.  E.  478. 

5  Milroy  v.  Lord,  4  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  264,  274,  per  Turner,  L.  J. 

"  Breton's  Estate,  in  re,  L.  E.,  17  Ch.  D.  416,  per  Hall,  V.-C. 

'  See  Bourne  v.  Fosbrooke,  18  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  515. 

'  1  Com.  B.  381,  n.  6,  &  2  M.  &  Gr.  691,  n.  a;  cited  hy  Parke,  B.,  in 
Flory  V.  Denny,  7  Ex.  R.  583;  questioning  Irons  v.  Smallpiece,  2  B.  &  A. 
551 

'  Id. ;  Siggers  v.  Evans,  5  E.  &  B.  367.     See  Hobson  v.  Thellusson,  36  L.  J., 

Q.  B.  302;  2  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  642,  S.  C. 

'»  Id.;  Shep.  Touch.  285.  "  Flory  v.  Denny,  7  Ex.  R.  581. 
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838  CONTRACTS  KADE  BY  CORPORATIONS.       [PAHT  II. 

§  976.  Another  class  of  transactions,  which,  at  common  law,  are  ^  895 
in  general  required  to  be  evidenced  by  deeds,  consists  of  contracts 
made,  and  acts  done,  by  corporations}  The  general  rule  of  law, 
that  a  corporation  aggregate  cannot  express  its  will  or  do  any  act 
except  under  seal,  may  be  traced  to  a  remote  antiquity,  and  is 
founded  on  the  assumption,  that  the  concurrence  of  the  whole  body 
corporate  in  any  particular  act,  can  best  be  authenticated  by  the 
affixing  of  the  corporate  seal  to  the  document  relating  to  such  act.^ 
In  short,  the  common  seal  has  been  termed,  in  the  quaint  phrase- 
ology of  olden  times,  "  the  hand  and  mouth  of  the  corporation."  ' 
This  rule  has  been  denounced  in  the  United  States  as  highly  im- 
politic, and  is  now  almost  entirely  superseded  in  practice;  *  but  in 
England,  though  it  has  been  described  by  one  of  our  most 
accomplished  judges  as  "  a  relic  of  barbarous  antiquity,"  ^  it  still 
partially  holds  its  ground,  and  affords  opportunities  to  corporate 
bodies,  by  the  aid  of  unscrupulous  counsel,  to  commit  from  time  to 
time  the  most  startling  frauds. 

§  977.  Prom  the  earliest  traceable  periods  the  rule  in  question    g  ggg' 
has,  indeed,  been  subject  to  certain  exceptions,  which  rest  upon  a 

'Arnold*).  May.  of  Poole,  4  M.  &  Gr.  860;  May.  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton, 
6  M.  &'W.  815;  ChuTch  v.  Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  861; 
Paine  v.  Stand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  326;  Lamprell  -c.  Billericay  Union,  3  Ex.  R. 
283,  306.  As  to  contracts  made  by  the  Metrop.  Board  of  Works,  see  18  &  19 
v.,  c.  120,  I  149. 

"  May.  of  Lndlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  "W.  823,  per  Eolfe,  B. ;  Chnrch  i>. 
Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  861. 

5  E.  V.  Bigg,  3  P.  "Wms.  423,  cited  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Gibson  v.  E.  India 
Co.,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  269.  As  to  when  a  corporation  may  adopt  a  private  seal 
see  ante,  ?  149. 

*  In  2  Kent,  Com.  289,  it  is  said,  "  At  last,  after  a  full  review  of  all  the 
authorities,  the  old  technical  rule  was  condemned  as  impolitic,  and  essen- 
tially discarded  ;  for  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  case  of  the  Bk.  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson,  7  Cranch,  229,  that 
whenever  a  corporation  aggregate  was  acting  within  the  range  of  the  legi- 
timate purposes  of  its  institution,  all  parol  contracts  made  by  its  authorised 
agents  were  express  and  binding  promises  of  the  corporation;  and  all  duties 
imposed  upon  them  by  law,  and  all  benefits  conferred  at  their  request,  raised 
implied  promises,  for  the  enforcement  of  which  an  action  lay."  See,  also  6 
A.  &  E.  837,  838,  per  Patteson,  J. 

^  South  of  Irel.  Colliery  Co.  v.  Waddle,  4  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  618,  per  Cock- 
bum,  C.  J.,  in  Ex.  Ch. 
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principle  of  convenience,  amounting  almost  to  necessity,'  and  which 
relate  either  to  trivial  matters  of  frequent  recurrence,  or  to  such 
affairs  as  from  their  nature  do  not  admit  of  delay.'  Thus, — to 
borrow  the  language  of  Mr.  Baron  Eolfe,  in  a  well-considered  case,' 
— "  A  corporation,  it  is  said,  which  has  a  head,  may  give  a  personal 
command,  and  do  small  acts;  as  it  may  retain  a  servant.  It  may 
authorise  another  to  drive  away  cattle  damage  feasant,  or  to  make  a 
distress,  or  the  like.  These  are  all  matters  so  constantly  recurring, 
or  of  so  small  importance,  or  so  little  admitting  of  delay,  that,  to 
require  in  every  such  case  the  previous  affixing  of  the  seal,  would 
be  greatly  to  obstruct  the  every-day  ordinary  convenience  of  the 
body  corporate,  without  any  adequate  object.  In  such  matters  the 
head  of  the  corporation  seems,  from  the  earliest  times,  to  have  been 
considered  as  delegated  by  the  rest  of  the  members  to  act  for  them." 

§978.  His  lordship  then  proceeds  to  point  out,  that*  "in  ? 
modem  times,  a  new  class  of  exceptions  has  arisen.  Corporations 
have  of  late  been  established,  sometimes  by  royal  charter,  more 
frequently  by  Act  of  Parliament,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
trading  speculations;  and  where  the  nature  of  their  constitution 
has  been  such  as  to  render  the  drawing  of  bills,  or  the  constant 
making  of  any  particular  sort  of  contracts  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  the  corporation,  there  the  courts  have  held  that  they  would 
imply  in  those,  who  are,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Charter  or  Act  of  Parliament,  carrying  on  the  corporation  concerns, 
an  authority  to  do  those  acts,  without  which  the  corporation  could 
not  subsist."  These  observations  are  confined  to  trading  com- 
panies, but  several  later  decisions  seem  to  warrant  the  assumption, 
that  the  rule  may  be  now  generally  stated  as  applicable  alike  to  all 
corporations  aggregate,  whenever  the  making  of  a  certain  description 
of  contract  is  necessary  and  incidental  to  the  purposes  for  which 
the  corporation  was  created.^ 


>  Church  V.  Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  861,  per  Ld.  Denman, 
cited  by  Rolfe,  B.,'  in  May.  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  "W.  822. 

2  Arnold  v.  May.  of  Poole,  4  M.  &  Gr.  895,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  De  Grave  v. 
May.  of  Monmouth,  4  C.  &  P.  111. 

'  May.  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  "W.  821. 

*  Id. 

»  Clarke  v.  Cuckfield  Union,  1  Bail  Ct.  Cas.  85,  86,  89,  per  Wightman,  .1., 
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840  OOJTTRACTS  MADE  BY  TKADING  CORPORATIONS.  [PAET  II. 

§  979.  In  accordance  with  the  rule  thus  expounded,  it  has  been 
held  that  an  action  will  lie  against  a  gas  company  for  meters  sold 
to  them/  and  an  action  is  maintainable  by  them  against  the 
consumer,  either  for  not  accepting  gas  according  to  his  agreement,' 
or  for  the  price  of  gas  supplied  to  him.^  So,  where  a  colliery 
company  had  verbally  contracted  with  an  engineer  for  the  erection 
of  machinery  to  work  their  mine,  and  had  paid  him  part  of  the 
price,  they  were  permitted  to  recover  damages  from  him  for 
breach  of  this  agreement.*  Actions  have  also  been  held  to  lie 
against  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  an  union,  who  are  consti- 
tuted a  corporation  by  the  Act  of  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  69,  s.  7,  in  one 
case  for  iron  gates,^  in  another  for  water-closets,'  and  in  a  third  for 
coals,'  which  had  respectively  been  supplied  under  parol  contracts 
for  the  union  workhouse.  So,  an  accountant,  employed  to  audit 
the  books  of  a  poor-law  union,  has  been  permitted  to  maintain  an 
action  for  work  done  as  against  the  guardians,  although  the  con- 
tract was  not  under  seal.'  A  surgeon,  too,  who  had  been  retained 
by  the  general  manager  of  a  railway  to  attend  a  servant  of  the 
company  injured  by  an  accident  on  the  line,  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  his  charges,  though  he  had  only  been  verbally  engaged.' 
So,  a  parol  contract  made  by  the  directors  of  a  chartered  Navigation 


in  an  elaborate  argument.  See,  also,  Nicholson  v.  Bradfield  Union,  35  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  176;  1  Latr  Eep.,  Q.  B.  620;  7  B.  &  S.  744,  S.  C;  Wells  v.  Kingston- 
npon-Hull,  10  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  402;  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  257,  S.  C. 

1  Beverley  ».  Lincoln  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  829;  2  N.  &  P.  283, 
S.  C. 

2  Chnrch  v.  Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  846;  3  N.  &  P.  35,  S.  C. 
»  City  of  Lond.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Nicholls,  2  C.  &  P.  365. 

*  South  of  Irel.  Colliery  Co.  u.  "Waddle,  3  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  463;  37  L.  J., 
C.  P.  211,  S.  C;  4  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  617,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  and  38  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
338. 

*  Sanders  v.  St.  Neot's  Union,  8  Q.  B.  810.  But  see  Smart  v.  West  Ham 
Union,  10  Ex.  E.  687. 

"  Clarke  v.  Cuckiield  Union,  1  Bail  Ct.  Cas.  81.  See  Pauling  v.  Lond.  &  N. 
West.  Ey.  Co.,  8  Ex.  E.  867. 

'  Nicholson  «.  Bradfield  Union,  35  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  176;  1  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  620; 
7  B.  &  S.  744,  S.  C. 

«  Haigh  ».  North  Bierley  Union,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  62;  E.  B.  &  E  873 
S.  C. 

'  Walker  v.  Gt.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  36  L.  J.,  Ex.  123;  2  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  228,  S. 
C.  This  case  overrules  Cox  v.  Midi.  Ey.  Co.,  3  Ex.  E.  268;  5  Eail.  Cas.  583,  S. 
C,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  necessity  of  a  sealed  contract. 
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Company,  by  which  they  agreed  to  pay  a  person  a  certain  salary  in 
consideration  of  his  going  to  Sydney  and  bringing  home  one  of 
their  ships,  has  been  enforced  as  against  the  company,  the  plaintiff 
having  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement.'  And  when  the  same 
company  had  bought  some  ale  for  the  use  of  the  passengers  on 
board  one  of  their  steamvessels,  and  had  paid  for  it,  they  were 
allowed  to  recover  damages  from  the  vendors  on  account  of  the  ale 
being  unfit  for  use,  though  the  agreement  for  the  purchase  was  not 
under  seal.^ 

§  980.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  a  contract  with  a  copper  mining  ■>  sag 
company  for  a  supply  by  them  of  iron  rails;'  a  contract  with  a 
water  company  for  the  supply  to  them  of  iron  pipes;*  a  contract 
for  erecting  engines  and  machinery  for  a  water  company; '  a 
contract  with  a  railway  company  to  execute  extensive  repairs  on 
their  permanent  line  of  rails ; '  a  contract  with  guardians  of  the 
poor  to  make  a  map  of  the  rateable  property  of  a  parish  in 
the  union ; '  a  contract  with  guardians  to  do  some  extra  work  in 
building  a  poor-house;'  and  a  contract  with  guardiaus  for  the 
engagement  of  a  clerk  to  the  master  of  a  workhouse," — have  each 
and  all  of  them  been  held  to  relate  to  matters,  which  were  not  of 
suc'h  frequent  occurrence,  or  of  so  small  importance,  or  so  essentially 
necessary  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  corporations  were  respec- 
tively instituted,  as  to  be.  taken  out  of  the  general  rule  requiring 
the  contracts  of  corporations  to  be  under  seal ; '"  and  even  before  the 

'  Henderson  v.  Austral.  Eoy.  Mail  St.  Nav.  Co.,  5  E.  &  B.  409.  See,  also, 
Eeuterii.  Elect.  Teleg.  Co.,  6  E.  &  B.  341. 

'  Austral.  Eoy.  Mail.  St.  Nav.  Co.  u.  Marzetti,  11  Ex.  E.  228. 

'  Copper  Miners'  Co.  v.  Fox,  16  Q.  B.  229. 

*  E.  Lond.  Waterw.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  4  Bing.  283 ;  12  Moore,  532,  S.  C. ; 
explained  by  Ld.  Denman  in  Church  v.  Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A. 
&  E.  860 — 862.  This  case  would  seem  now  to  be  overruled.  See  ante,  p. 
840,  n.  \ 

5  Homersham  v.  "Wolverh.  "Waterw.  Co.,  6  Ex.  E.  137.  This  case  is  pro- 
bably not  law.     See  ante,  p.  840,  n.  *- 

»  Diggle  V.  Lond.  &  Blackwall  Ey.  Co.,  6  Ex.  E.  442.  See,  also,  as  to  this 
case,  ante,  p.  840,  n.  *. 

'  Paine  v.  Strand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  326. 

"  Lamprell  «.  Billericay  Union,  3  Ex.  E.  283. 

»  Austin  V.  Guard,  of  Bethnal  Green,  9  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  91;  43  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
100,  S.  C. 

"  Church  V.   Imp.  Gas  Light    &    Coke   Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  860—862,  per  Ld. 
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East  India  Company  ceased  to  be  merchants,  it  was  held,  that  the 
allowance  by  them  of  a  retiring  pension  to  a  military  officer,  could 
not  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  law,  unless  it  were  granted  by  deed. 

§  981.  It  has  long  since  been  determined  that  corporations  ^  899 
may  be  liable  in  tort  ^  for  the  acts  of  their  servants,  though  such 
servants  be  not  authorised  by  any  instrument  under  seal ; '  and 
the  rule  requiring  corporations  to  act  by  deed  will  not  protect 
them,  either  from  an  action  of  trover,  where  goods  have  been 
wrongly  taken  by  their  agent,*  or  from  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received,  where  they  have  wrongfully  possessed  themselves  of 
money  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.*  This  last  exception  rests  on 
necessity;  for,  as  a  corporation  would  scarcely  put  their  seal  to  a 
promise  to  return  moneys  wrongfully  received  by  them,  it  follows 
that  if  a  seal  were  necessary,  the  injured  party  would  be  without 
remedy.  Again  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  is  clearly  main- 
tainable by  a  corporation,^  and  is  probably  maintainable  against 

Deninan,  explaining  E.  Lond.  "Waterw.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  4  Bing.  283;  12  Moore, 
532,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Paine  v.  Strand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  326;  Ernest  v.  Nicholls, 
6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  401;  Lond.  Dock  Co.  v.  Sinnott,  8  E.  &  B.  347;  27  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  129,  S.  C;  Prince  of  Wales  Life  Ass.  Co.  v.  Harding,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
297;  E.  B.  &  E.  183,  S.  C. 

1  Gibson  v.  E.  India  Co.,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  262;  7  Scott,  74,  S.  C.  See  Cope 
V.  Thames  Haven  Dock  &  Ey.  Co.,  3  Ex.  R.  841. 

»  In  Kelly  v.  Mid.  G.  W.  E.  Co.,  I.  E.,  7  C.  L.  8,  Whiteside,  C.  J.,  ex- 
pressed a  grave  doubt  whether  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  could  be 
maintained  against  a  corporation  aggregate.  See,  however,  Bank  of  New 
South  Wales  v.  Owston,  L.  E.,  4  App.  Cas.  270;  14  Cos,  267;  &  48  L.  J., 
Pr.  C.  25,  S.  C;  and  Edwards  v.  Midi.  Ey.  Co.,  L.  E.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  287,  per  Fry, 
J.;  SOL.  J.,  Q.  B.281,  S.  C. 

'  East.  Cos.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Broom,  6  Ex.  E.  314  ;  6  Eail.  Cas.  743,  S.  C. ; 
Whitfield  V.  S.  East.  Ey.  Co.,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  229;  E.  B.  &  E.  115,  S.  G. 
This  was  an  action  for  a  libel  transmitted  by  telegraph  from  one  station  to 
another  on  the  defendants'  line  of  rails.  See,  also,  Green  t>.  Lond.  Gen. 
Omnibus  Co.,  29  L.  J.,  C.  P.  13 ;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  290,  S.  C;  Eoe  v. 
Birkenhead,  Lane.  &  Chesh.  June.  Ey.  Co.,  7  Ex.  E.  36;  6  Eail.  Cas.  795, 
S.  C;  Goff  V.  Gt.  North.  Ey.  Co.,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  148;  3  E.  &  E.  672,  S.  C; 
Moore  v.  Metrop.  Ey.  Co.,  8  Ls^w  Eep.,  Q.  B.  36;  Poulton  v.  Lond.  &  S. 
West.  Ey.  Co.,  2  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  534;  36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  294;  &  8  B.  &  S.  616, 
S.  C;  Stewart  v.  Anglo. -Califor.  Gold  Mining  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  736;  Stevens  v. 
Midi.  Ey.  Co.  &  Lander,  23  L.  J.,  Ex.  328;  10  Ex.  R.  352,  S.  C. 

*  Yarborough  v.  Bank  of  Engl.,  16  East,  6. 

*  Hall  V.  May.  of  Swansea,  5  Q.  B.  526. 

•>  May.  of  Stafford  v.  Till,  4  Bing.  77;    12  Moore,    260,  S.  C;  Dean  &  Ch. 
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a  corporation,'  whenever  the  defendants  have  actually  occupied 
the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  no  demise  under  seal  has  been 
executed  ;  but  this  doctrine  seems  to  rest  on  the  peculiar  language 
and  object  of  the  statute  enabling  landlords  to  bring  such  a  form 
of  action,"  and  it  certainly  does  not  extend  to  cases  of  mere  con- 
structive holding.' 

§  982.  In  the  application  of  the  above  rule,  and  its  exceptions,  | 
the  question  has  often  been  discussed,  as  to  how  far  a  distinction 
can  be  recognised  between  executed  and  executory  contracts,*  and 
the  decisions  on  this  subject  are  confessedly  irreconcilable.  No 
doubt,  where  the  contract  falls  within  one  of  the .  exceptions,  and, 
consequently,  need  not  be  under  seal,  the  corporation  may  equally 
sue  or  be  sued  upon  the  parol  agreement,  whether  it  be  executed, 
or  be  merely  executory  ; ''  but  the  question  is,  what  says  the  law, 
where  a  parol  contract,  which .  should  have  been  under  seal,  has 
been  executed  by  the  one  side  before  action  brought,  so  that  the 
other  has  received  the  whole  benefit  of  the  consideration  for  which 
it  bargained?"  For  example,  can  a  corporate  body,  after  having 
actually  received  goods  ordered  by  its  servants,  refuse  to  pay  for 
them  on  the  technical  pretext  that  no  contract  under  seal  has  been 
executed?  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, — apparently  shocked  at 
the  gross  injustice  that  might  be  perpetrated  were  such  a  system  of 
repudiation  allowable,  and  peraUventure,  bearing  in  mind  the  sage 
apophthegm  of  a  great  judge  of  the  last  century,  that  corporations, 
having  neither  bodies  to  be  kicked  nor  souls  to  be  damned,  are  not 
wont  to  be  over  nice  observers  of  either  honour  or  honesty, — has, 

of  Rochester  v.  Pierce,  1  Camp.  4g6  ;  Southwark  Bridge  Co.  v.  Sills,  2  C. 
&  P.  371  ;  May.  of  Carmarthen  v.  Lewis,  6  C.  &  P.  608.  See  Doe  r.  Bold,  11 
Q.  B.  127. 

'  Finlay  v.  Bristol  &  Ex.  Ey.  Co.,  7  Ex.  R.  409;  7  Rail.  Cas.  449,  S.  C; 
Lowe  V.  Lond.  &  N.  West.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Rail.  Cas.  524  ;  18  Q.  B.  632,  S.  C. 
See  ante,  §  974. 

^  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  ?  14. 

^  Finlay  «.  Bristol  &  Ex.  Ey.  Co.,  7  Ex.  E.  409 ;  7  Rail.  Cas.  449,  S.  C. 

'  See  ante,  ?  974,  and  post,  U  1036,  1043. 

5  Church  V.  Imp.  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  846  ;  3  N.  &  P.  35,  S.  C; 
recognised  in  Gibson  «.  East  India  Co.,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  271,  and  in  Arnold  «. 
May.  of  Poole,  4  M.  &  Gr.  895. 

«  See  Eccles.  Commiss.  d.  Merral,  4  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  162;  38  L.  J.,  Ex.  93 
S.  C. 
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in  accordance  with  morality,  if  not  with  law,  decided  this  question 
in  the  negatire  on  several  occasions. 

§  983.  Thus,  where  an  action  was  brought  against  the  guardians  ?  901 
of  an  union  for  the  price  of  some  gates  which  had  been  erected  at 
the  poor-house  under  a  parol  order,  and  it  was  objected  for  the 
defence  that  the  order  was  not  by  deed,  the  court  overruled  the 
objection,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  lie  in  the  mouths  of  the 
defendants  to  take  it,  inasmuch  as  the  work  in  question,  after  it 
was  completed,  had  been  adopted  by  them  for  purposes  connected 
with  the  corporation.'  On  another  occasion,  Lord  Denman,  in  a 
considered  judgment,  expressed  himself  as  follows  : — "  To  enforce 
an  executory  contract  against  a  corporation,  it  might  be  necessary  to 
show  that  it  was  by  deed  ;  but  where  the  corporation  have  acted  as 
upon  an  executed  contract,  it  is  to  be  presumed  against  them  that 
everything  has  been  done  that  was  necessary  to  make  it  a  binding 
contract  upon  both  parties,  they  having  had  all  the  advantage  they 
would  have  had  if  the  contract  had  been  regularly  made.  This  is 
by  no  means  inconsistent  with  the  rule  that,  in  general,  a  corpora- 
tion can  only  contract  by  deed;  it  is  merely  raising  a  presumption 
against  them,  from  their  acts,  that  they  have  contracted  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  binding  upon  them,  whether  by  deed  or  otherwise  ; 
and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  decision  or  authority  against  this  view 
of  the  case."  ^ 


§  984.  Decisions  and  authorities,  however,  may  be  found,  which  J  902 
are  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  law  as  thus  propounded ;  for  it 
has  more  than  once  been  held  by  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer, 
that  a  corporation  is  not  precluded  from  relying  on  the  absence 
of  a  seal,  when  works  have  been  executed  under  a  parol  contract, 
even  though  such  works  have  received  the  approval  of  the  cor- 

^  Sanders  v.  St.  Neot's  Union,  8  Q.  B.  810.  See,  also,  Clarke  v.  Cuckfield 
Union,  1  Bail  Ct.  Cas.  81  ;  Beverley  v.  Lincoln  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.,  6  A. 
&  E.  829;  De  Grave  v.  May.  of  Monmouth,  4  C.  &  P.  Ill,  per  Ld.  Ten- 
terden;  Pauling  v.  Lond.  &  N.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  23  L.  J.,  Ex.  105;  8  Ex.  E. 
867,  S.  C. 

^  Doe  -v.  Taniere,  12  Q.  B.  1013,  1014.  See,  also,  Henderson  v.  Austral. 
Eoy.  Mail  St.  Nay.  Co.,  5  E.  &  B.  409  ;  Austral.  Eoy.  Mail  St.  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Marzetti,  11  Ex.  R.  228  ;  Eeuter  v.  Elect.  Teleg.  Co.,  6  E.  &  B.  341. 
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poration,  which  enjoyed  the  fall  benefit  of  them.^  The  judges 
of  the  Common  Pleas,  too,  seem  to  have  adopted  the  same  rule  ; 
for  where  a  solicitor,  who  had  been  appointed,  but  not  under  seal, 
by  the  mayor  and  town  council  of  a  borough  to  conduct  suits, 
brought  an  action  against. the  corporation  for  his  costs,  they  held 
that  he  could  not  recover.'* 

§  985.  In  order  to  authorise  an  agent  to  execute  a  deed  for  ?  907 
his  principal,  the  authority  must  be  given  by  an  instrument  under 
seal;  ^  and  as  such  an  instrument,  or  power  of  attorney,  transfers 
no  interest,  the  agent  or  attorney  being  merely  put  thereby  in  the 
place  of  the  principal,  it  follows  that  the  deed  must  be  executed  by 
the  agent  in  the  name  and  as  the  act  of  him  who  gave  the  power.* 
Neither  can  a  parol  ratification,  not  amounting  to  a  re-delivery,°  by 
the  principal  in  a  deed  executed  by  his  agent  give  validity  to  the 
deed,  when  the  agent  has  not  been  authorised  to  act  by  an  instru- 
ment under  seal;  °  though  it  seems  that  evidence  of  an  express,  if 
not  of  an  implied,  recognition  or  adoption  of  the  deed  by  the 
principal,  will,  as  against  him,  raise  a  presumption  that  the  agent 
was  thus  formally  authorised  to  act,  so  as  to  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  proving  that  fact.' 

§  986:     Proceeding  now  to  a  consideration  of  the  documentary    ?  908 
evidence  which  is  rendered  necessary  by  statute  law,  the  first  Act 
which  arrests  attention  is  the  Companies  Clausfes  Consolidation 
Act,  1845.*      This   Statute    enacts,   in  §  14,   that,  subject  to  the 


^  Lamprell  v.  Billericay  Union,  3  Ex.  307.  See,  also,  Diggles  v.  Lond. 
&  Blackwall  Ey.  Co.,  5  Ex.  R.  442;  Homersham  v.  Wolverh.  Waterw.  Co.,  6 
Ex.  E.  137;  6  Eail.  Cas.  790,  S.  C;  May.  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  W. 
815. 

^  Arnold  «.  May.  of  Poole,  4  M.  &  Gr.  860.  See,  also,  Clemenshaw  v.  Corp. 
of  Dublin,  I.  E.,  IOC.  L.  1. 

'  Berkeley  v.  Hardy,  5  B.  &  C.  355;  8  D.  &  E.  102,  S.  C;  White  v.  Cnyler, 
6  T.  E.  176;  Stelglitz  «.  Egginton,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  141;  Williams  «.  Walsby, 
4  Esp.  220;  Callaghan  v.  Pepper,  2  Ir.  Eq.  R.  399. 

•  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7  M.  &  W.  343,  per  Parke,  B.;  M'Ardle  v.  Irish 
Iodine  Co.,  15  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  146. 

5  Tupper  V.  Foulkes,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  214;  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  797,  S.  C. 

«  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7  M.  &  W.  343,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  Tupper  V.  Foulkes,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  214;  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  797,  S.  C.  But 
see  Ld.  Gosford-i).  Eobb,  8  Ir.  Law  E.  217.  »  8  &  9  V.,  c.  16. 
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regulations  therein  and  in  the  special  Act  contained,  everj  share- 
holder in  any  company,  to  which  the  provisions  of  the  general  Act 
apply,  may  sell  and  transfer  his  shares  in  the  undertaking,  or  his 
interest  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  ;  but  every  such 
transfer  shall  be  by  deed  duly  stamped,  in  which  the  consideration 
shall  be  duly  stated;  and  such  deed  may  be  according  to  the  form 
stated  below,'  or  to  the  like  effect.  It  is  remarkable, — as  illustrating 
the  absence  of  uniformity  in  our  efforts  at  legislation, — that  the 
transfer  of  shares,  whether  under  the  old  Joint-Stock  Companies 
Act,  1856,  now  repealed,^  or  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,'  is 
not  required  to  be  by  deed. 


§  987.  Section  97  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  2  903 
1845,*  is  also  remarkable,  as  it  rejects  the  common  law  rule  which 
requires  corporations  to  contract  by  deed,  and  expressly  enacts,  with 
respect  to  such  companies  as  are  subject  to  that  statute,  that  "  the 
powers  which  may  be  granted  to  any  committee  [of  directors]  to  make 
contracts,  as  well  as  the  power  of  the  directors  to  make  contracts 
on  behalf  of  the  company,  may  lawfully  be  exercised  as  follows; — 
that  is  to  say.  With  respect  to  any  contract,  which,  if  made 
between  private  persons,  would  be  by  law  required  to  be  in  writing 
and  under  seal,  such  committee,  or  the  directors,  may.  make  such 
contracts  on  behalf  of  the  company  in  writing  and  under  the 
common  seal  of  the  company,  and  in  the  same  manner  may  vary 
or  discharge  the  same:  With  respect  to  any  contract,  which,  if 
made  by  private  persons,  would  be  by  law  required  to  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  then 
such   committee,  or   the  directors,   may  make    such    contract    on 

'  "  I — ,  of — ,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of — ,  paid  to  me  by — ,  of — ,  do 
hereby  transfer  to  the  said — ,  — share  [or  shares]  numbered — in  the  under- 
taking called  '  The  —  Company, '  [or  —  pounds  consolidated  stock  in  the 
undertaking  called  '  The  —  Company, '  standing  [or  part  of  the  stock  stand- 
ing) in  my  name  in  the  books  of  the  Company],  to  hold  unto  the  said  — , 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  [or  successors  and  assigns],  subject 
to  the  several  conditions  on  which  I  held  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion hereof;  and  I  the  said  —  hereby  agree  to  take  the  said  share  [or  shares] 
[or  stock],  subject  to  the  same  conditions.  As  witness  our  hands  and  seals 
the —  day  of — ." 

M9  &  20  v.,  c.  47,  I  20,  &  Sch.  (F)  ;  Repealed  by  25  &  26  V.,  c.  89,.  ?  205. 

»  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  1st  Sch.  Table  A,  No.  9. 

♦  8&9V.,  c.  16. 
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behalf  of  the  company  in  writing,  signed  by  such  committee, 
or  any  two  of  them,  or  any  two  of  the  directors,  and  in  the 
same  manner  may  vary  or  discharge  the  same;  With  respect 
to  any  contract,  which,  if  made  between  private  persons,  would 
by  law  be  valid,  although  made  by  parol  only,  and  not  reduced 
into  writing,  such  committee,  or  the  directors,  may  make  such 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  company  by  parol  only  without  writing, 
and  in  the  same  manner  may  vary  or  discharge  the  same.  And 
all  contracts  made  according  to  the  provisions  herein  contained 
shall  be  effectual  in  law,  and  shall  be  binding  upon  the  company 
and  their  successors,'  and  all  other  parties  thereto,  their  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  as  the  case  may  be  ;  and  on  any 
default  in  the  execution  of  any  such  contract,  either  by  the  com- 
pany or  any  other  party  thereto,  such  actions  or  suits  may  be 
brought,  either  by  or  against  the  company,  as  might  be  brought, 
had  the  same  contracts  been  made  between  private  persons  only." 

§  988.     Under  this  section  it  has  been  held,  that  the  fact  of    ^  ^^^ 
sleepers  having  been  furnished  to  a  railway  company,  and  actually  ' 
received  and  used  by  them,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  made  with 
an  agent  of  the  company  upon  certain  terms,  afPorded  reasonable 
evidence  whence  a  jury  might  infer  that  the  directors  had  agreed 
on  behalf  of  the  company  to  accept  the  goods  on  those  terms.' 

§  989.     The  contracts  also  of  such  joint-stock  companies  as  are    |  905 
registered  under  the    "  Companies    Acts,    1862,  and    1867',"  ^  are 

1  Pauling  V.  Lond.  &  N.  "West.  Ey.  Co.,  8  Ex.  E.  867. 

'25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  and  30  &  31  V.,  c.  131,  ?  37,  which  last  section 
(adopting  the  language  of  the  repealed  Act,  19  &  20  v.,  u.  47,  |  41),  enacts, 
that  "  contracts  on  behalf  of  any  company  registered  under  the  Act  of  25  & 
26  v.,  c.  89,  may  be  made  as  follows;  (that  is  to  say), 

"  (1.)  Any  contract  which  if  made  between  private  persons  would  be  by  law 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and  if  made  according  to  English  law  to  be  under  seal, 
may  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  company  in  writing  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  company,  and  such  contract  may  be  in  the  same  manner  varied  or 
discharged: 

"  (2.)  Any  contract  which  if  made  between  private  persons  would  be  byllaw 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  therewith, 
may  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  company  in  writing  signed  by  any  person 
acting  under  the  express  or  implied  authority  of  the  company,  and  such  con- 
tract may  in  the  same  manner  be  varied  or  discharged: 

"  (3.)  Any  contract  which  if  made  between  private  persons  would  by  law  be 
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not  subject  to  the  common  law  rule  just  discussed,  but  may  be 
made  in  nearly  the  same  manner  as  contracts  under  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Consolidation  Act.  A  special  law,  too,  prevails 
with  respect  to  the  making,  accepting,  or  indorsing  of  promissory 
notes  or  bills  of  exchange  on  account  of  such  companies,'  and  also 
with  respect  to  the  execution  abroad  of  deeds  made  on  their  behalf.^ 
The  memoranda  of  association,  by  which  joint-stock  companies  are 
now  incorporated,  and  the  articles  of  association,  by  which  the 
affairs  of  such  companies  may  be  regulated,  are  not  required  to 
be  executed  under  seal;  but  after  registration  they  become,  by 
virtue  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  as  binding  as  deeds  on 
every  shareholder,  who  has  signed  them  in  the  presence  of  a  single 
attesting  witness.' 

§  990.  Under  the    "  Public    Health    Act,    1875,"    all  contracts    ?  906 
"■^Jhereof  the  value   or    amount    exceeds    50Z.,"    which    shall    be 
made  by  an  urban  sanitary  authority,  must  be  in  writing,  and  be 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  of  such  authority.*      The  "Public 
Health,  Ireland,  Act,  1878,"  contains  a  similar  clause.* 

§  991.  The  statute  law  relating  to  some  large  classes  of  deben- 
tures is  in  an  unsatisfactory  state,  for  while  all  such  instruments 
issued  under  the  Mortgage  Debenture  Acts  of  1865  and  1870  must 

valid,  although  made  by  parol  only,  and  npt  reduced  into  writing,  may  be. 
made  by  parol  on  behalf' of  the  company  by  any  person  acting  under  the 
express  or  implied  authority  of  the  company,  and  such  contract  may  in  the 
same  way  be  varied  or  discharged: 

"  And  all  contracts  made  according  to  the  provisions  herein  contained  shall 
be  effectual  in  law,  and  shall  be  binding  upon  the  company  and  their  successors 
and  all  other  parties  thereto,  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  as  the 
case  may  be."  See  Eley  v.  The  Positive  Governm.  &c.  Co.,  45  L.  J.,  Ex.  58; 
Law  Rep.,  1  Ex.  D.  20,  S.  C. 

•  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §  47.  See  Peruvian  Ry.  Co.  v.  Thames  &  Mersey  Mar. 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  Ap.  617. 

■'  Id.  i  55;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  19.  '  25  &  26  V.,  c.  89,  §?  11,  16. 

*38&39V.,  c.  55,  §  174,  subs.  1.  See  Hunt  v.  "Wimbledon  Local  Bd., 
L.  R.,  3  C.  P.  D.  208;  47  L.  J.,  C.  P.  540,  S.  C;  L.  R.,  4  C.  P.  D.  48,  S.  C, 
on  App.,  and  48  L.  J.,  C.  P.  207;  Eaton  v.  Basker,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  201- 
50  L.  J.,  Ex.  194,  S.  C. ;  S.  C.  on  App.  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  444;  &  L.  R.,  7  Q.  B.' 
D.  529;  Young  «.  Leamington,  Corp.  of,  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.  D.  579;  51  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  292,  S.  C;  affd.  by  Dom.  Proc,  L.  R.,  8  App.  Cas.  517;  52  L.  J.,'  Q. 
B.  D.  713,  S.  C;  Att.-G«n.  v.  Gaskill,  52  L.  J.,  Ch.  163;  L.  R.,  22  Ch.  D. 
537,  S.  C.  »  41  &  42  V.,  c.  52,  ?  201,  subs.  1,  Ir. 

(3718) 


CHAP.  XVIII.]     CHOSES  IN  ACTION — ASSIGNMENT  OP  COPYRIGHT.        849 

be  deeds/  debentures,  stock  certificates  to  bearers,  or  annuity  cer- 
tificates issued  in  pursuance  of  "The  Local  Loans  Act,  1875," 
may,  as  it  seems,  be  valid,  if  duly  signed,  without  the  impression 
of  any  seal.^  Under  this  last  Act,  debentures,  stock  certificates, 
and  annuity  certificates,  when  respectively  payable  to  bearer,  are 
transferable  by  delivery;'  while  what  are  called  "nominal  secu- 
rities "  must  be  transferred  "  by  writing  in  manner  directed  by 
the  local  authority."  *  Irrespective  of  the  statute  law,  debentures 
under  the  seal  of  a  corporation  will  not,  as  it  seems,  be  regarded  as 
promissory  notes,  or  even  as  negotiable  instruments,  though  they 
may  be  drawn  in  express  terms  as  payable  to  bearer.'* 

§  992.  Debts  and  other  choses  in  action  may  now,  by  virtue  of 
the  Judicature  Act,  1873,  be  absolutely  assigned  "  by  writing  under 
the  hand  of  the  assignor; "  ^  and  if  express  notice  in  writing  be  given 
to  the  debtor,  trustee,  or  other  person  liable,  such  assignment  will, 
from  the  date  of  the  notice,  transfer  the  legal  right  to  the  assignee.' 

§  993.  Again,  the  assignment  of  a  copyright  of  a  book,  under  the 
Att  of  5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  is  not  valid  unless  it  be  in  writing;  *  and  the 
same  law  would  probably  apply  to  the  assignment  of  any  patent,  or 
of  any  copyright  in  a  registered  design  or  trade-mark." 

§  994.  The  next  transaction  which  requires  notice  is  the  sale  of   g  909 
a  British  ship,  or  of  any  share  therein.     The  Act  which  regulates 
these  sales  is  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,'°  which  in  §  55 
enacts,"    that    "  a  registered  ship    or  a  share   therein,  when  dis- 

•  28  &  29  v.,  c.  78  ;  33  &  34  V.,  c.  20,  I  15.  ' 

2  38  &  39  V.,  c.  83,  ?  22.  »  Id.  ||  5,  6,  7.  *  Id.  §?  5,  6,  7. 

5  Crouch  V.  Credit  Foncier  of  Engl.,  8  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  374 ;  42  L.  J.;  Q. 
B.  183,  S.  C. 

^  As  to  what  will  amount  to  an  assignment  of  a  debt,  see  Buck  v.  Eobson, 
•L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  686  ;  48  L.  X,  Q.  B.  250,  S.  C;  and  to  the  assignment  of  a 
chose  in  action,  see  Brice  v.  Bannister,  47  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  722  ;  L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  D. 
569,  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Ex  p.  Hall,  re  Whitting,  L.  E.,  10  Ch.  D.  615; 
48  L.  J.,  Bk.  79,  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  Walker  v.  Bradford  Old  Bk.,  53  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  280. 

'  36  &  37  v.,  c.  66,  ?  25,  sute.  6  ;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  57,  ?  28,  subs.  6,  Ir. 
See  Burlinson  v.  Hall,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  222. 

"  Layland  v.  Stewart,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  103  ;  S.  C.  nom.  Leyland  v.  Stewart, 
L.  E.,  4  Ch.  D.  419  ;  Jewitt  v.  Eckhardt,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  404,  per  .Tessel,  M.  E. 

'  See  46  &  47  V.,  c.  57,  i  87,  and  cases  cited  in  last  note. 

i»  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104. 

"  This  enactment  applies  only  to  British  ships,  Union  Bk.  of  London  «, 
Lenandon,  L.  E.,  3  C.  P.  D.  243;  47  L.  J.,  Ex.  (App.)  409,  S.  C. 
2  LAW  OF  EVID.— v.  III.  (3719) 


850  SALE   OR  MORTGAGE   OF   A   SHIP.  [pAET   II. 

posed  of  to  persons  qualified  to  be  owners  of  British  ships,  shall 
be  transferred'  by  bill  of  sale;  and  such  bill  of  sale  shall  contain 
such  description  of  the  ship  as  is  contained  in  the  certificate  of  the 
surveyor,  or  such  other  description  as  may  be  sufficient  to  identify 
the  ship  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  registrar,  and  shall  be  according 
to  the  Form  marked  E.  in  the  Schedule  hereto,  or  as  near  thereto 
as  circumstances  permit,  and  shall  be  executed  by  the  transferrer 
in  the  presence  of,  and  be  attested  by,  one  or  more  witnesses."  ^ 
This  enactment, — unlike  that  contained  in  the  repealed  Act  of  8  & 
9  v.,  c.  89,'' — applies  as  well  to  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale, 
as  to  the  absolute  sale,  of  a  ship.*  The  present  law,  moreover, 
difiPers  in  several  other  material  respects  from  that  which  was  for- 
merly in  force.  In  the  first  place  it  appears  to  render  an  actual 
bill  of  sale  necessary,  though  under  the  old  law  any  instrument  in 
writing,  which  recited  the  certificate  of  registry,  was  sufficient.^ 
Next,  the  bill  of  sale  must  now  be  executed  by  the  transferrer 
himself,  except  under  very  special  circumstances,  when  he  is 
allowed  to  appoint  an  attorney  by  deed;^  but  formerly  a  ship 
might  have  been  transferred  by  an  agent  acting  under  a  parol 
authority.'  Lastly,  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether,  since  the  1st  of 
May,  1855,*  any  description  of  vessel  used  in  navigation,  not  pro- 
pelled by  oars,'  can  be  sold  without  a  bill  of  sale,  though  boats  under 
fifteen  tons  burthen  might,  prior  to  that  date,  have  been  transferred 
by  parol,"  and  though  such  vessels  do  not  now  require  to  be  regis- 
tered, if  solely  employed  in  river  or  coast  navigation." 

^  As  to  how  a  sWp  may  be  mortgaged,  and  the  effect  of  an  unregistered 
mortgage  of  a  ship,  see  Keith  v.  Burrows,  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  D.  722  ;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P 
876,  S.  C. 

^  The  bill  of  sale  does  not  require  a  stamp,  33  &  34  V.,  c.  97,  Sched.  ad  fin. 
tit.  "General  Exemptions." 

'  ?  34.  See  Duncan  v.  Tindal,  13  Com.  B.  258  ;  Hughes  v.  Morris,  21  L. 
J.,  C*.  761 ;  2  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  349,  S.  C;  M'Calmonti;.  Eankin,  2  De  Gex, 
M.  &  G.  403. 

*  Batthyany  v.  Bouch,  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  421 ;  where  the  Ct.  declined  to 
follow  Liverpool  Borough  Blc.  v.  Turner,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  159  ;  2  De  Gex, 
F.  &  J.  502,  S.  C.  See  Chapman  v.  Callis,  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.,  769  ;  Stapleton 
V.  Haymen,  34  L.  J.,  Ex.  170  ;  2  H.  &  C.  918,  S.  C. 

'  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7M.  &  W.  343,  344,  per  Parke,  B. 

«  See  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  §  76,  et  seq.,  and  Form  N.  in  Sch.  to  Act. 

'  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7  M.  &  "W.  322. 

^  When  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854  came  into  operation. 

«  See  ?  2  of  17  &  18  V.,  c.  104,  tit.  Ship  ;  and  ?  55. 

"  Benyon  v.  Cresswell,  12  Q.  B.  899.  "  ?  19  of  17  &  18  V.,  c.  104. 
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§  995.  Under  "  The  Policies  of  Marine  Assurance  Act,  1868,"  ?  909a 
an  assignment  of  a  policy  of  insurance,  even  after  a  loss  by  the 
perils  insured  against,'  may  be  made  by  indorsement  on  the  policy,^ 
and  the  assignee  of  such  policy  may  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name;^ 
but  oddly  enough  the  statute,  while  furnishing  a  short  form  of 
indorsement,*  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  it  must  be  sealed  as  well 
as  signed. 

§  996.  The  Act  to  simplify  the  transfer  of  property  ^  deserves  a  J  910 
passing  notice;  for  although  that  statute  was  extremely  short- 
lived, it  having  been  repealed  within  a  year  from  its  passing,^  it 
has  rendered  a  deed  necessary  in  all  cases  of  partitions,  exchanges, 
assignments,  or  surrenders  in  writing  of  freehold  or  leasehold  lands, 
or  of  leases  in  writing  of  freehold,  copyhold,  or  leasehold  lands,' 
provided  the  transfer  has  been  eifected  between  the  1st  of  January " 
and  the  1st  of  October,'  1845. 

§  997.  This  Act  was  succeeded  by  8  &  9  V.,  c.  106,  which  enacts  J  911 
in  §  2,  "  that  after  the  1st  day  of  October,  1845,  all  corporeal 
tenements  and  hereditaments  shall,  as  regards  the  conveyance  of 
the  immediate  freehold  thereof,  be  deemed  to  lie  in  grant  as  well  as 
in  livery;"  or,  in  other  words,  shall  pass  by  the  delivery  of  the  deed 
of  conveyance,  in  the  same  manner  as  incorporeal  hereditaments 
have  heretofore  passed.  §  3  of  this  statute  further  enacts,  "  that 
a  feoffment,  made  after  the  said  1st  day  of  October,  1845,  other 
than  a  feoffment  made  under  a  custom  by  an  infant,  shall  be  void  at 
law,  unless  evidenced  by  deed;  and  that  a  partition  and  an  exchange 
of  any  tenements  or  hereditaments  not  being  copyhold, — and  a  lease, 
required  by  law  to  be  in  writing,'"  of  any  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments,— and  an  assignment  of  a  chattel  interest,  not  being  copyhold, 
in  any  tenements  or  hereditaments, — and  a  surrender  in  writing  of 
an  interest  in  any  tenements  or  hereditaments,  not  being  a  copy- 
hold interest,  and  not  being  an  interest  which  might  by  law  have 

1  Lloyd  V.  Fleming,  W.  N.  of  1872,  p.  6,  per  Q.  B. 

2  31  &  32  v.,  c.  86,  ?  2.  '  Id.  §  1. 
*  Id.  Sched.     The  form  ends  with  the  words,  "In  witness  whereof,  &c." 

°  7  &  8  v.,  c.  76. .  «  By  8  &  9  V.,  c.  106. 

'  7  &  8  v.,  c.  76,  ??  3  &  4;  Burton  v.  Eeevell,  16  M.  &  W.  307;  Doe  v.  Mof- 
fatt,  15  Q.  B.  257.  «  7  &  g  y.,  c.  76,  ?  13. 

9  8  &  9  v.,  c.  106,  ?  1.  *»  See  post,  §  1001. 
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been  created  without  writing, — made  after  the  1st  of  October,  1845, 
shall  also  be  void  at  law,  unless  made  by  deed :  Provided  always, 
that  the  said  enactment,  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  a  release '  or 
a  surrender,  shall  not  extend  to  Ireland." 

§  998.  This  last  enactment,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  feoffments,  i  913 
partitions,  exchanges,  assignments,  and  surrenders,  is  of  little 
practical  importance,  since,  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  such 
transfers  were  almost  invariable  effected  by  deed.  With  respect, 
however,  to  leases  the  statute  has  proved- highly  beneficial;^  for  by 
requiring  all  demises  for  a  period  exceeding  three  years  ^  to  be 
under  seal,  it  has  gradually  diminished,  and  at  last  dried  up,  that 
fruitful  source  of  litigation,  which  used  to  spring  from  the  difficulty 
of  distinguishing  between  an  actual  lease  and  an  agreement  for 
a  lease  under  the  old  law.  Now,  if  the  instrument  be  not  under 
seal,  it  operates  only  as  an  agreement  for  a  lease;*  that  is,  either 
party  may  enforce  its  specific  performance  and  turn  it  into  a  lease ; ' 
but,  in  the  event  of  this  course  not  being  pursued,  the  party  taking 
possession  of  land  under  it  is  a  mere  tenant  at  will,  liable  to 
become,  by  the  payment  and  acceptance  of  rent,"  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year,  and  thenceforth  to  be  subject  to  all  those  stipulations  in 
the  agreement  which  are  applicable  to  such  a  tenancy.' 

^  This  is  obviously  a  misprint  for  "lease;"  but  the  blunder  has  been  reme- 
died by  23  &  24  V.,  c.  154,  |  104,  and  Sch.  B.,  Ir.,  which  repeats,  so  far  as 
Ireland  is  concerned,  that  part  of  ?  3  of  8  &  9  V.,  c.  106,  which  relates  to 
leases,  assignments,  and  surrenders. 

^  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  agreements  for  letting  tolls  of  turnpike  roads 
under  3  G.  4,  c.  126,  ?§  55,  57;  Shepherd  v.  Hodsman,  18  Q.  B.  316;  recognised 
by  Byles,  J.,  in  Markham  v.  Standford,  14  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  380. 

'  A  lease  for  eighteen  months,  with  power  to  lessee,  by  giving  a  month's 
notice,  to  prolong  the  term  to  a  further  period  of  two  years,  is  not  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  Hand  v.  Hall,  L.  E.,  2  Ex.  D.  355;  and  46  L.  J.,  Ex. 
603,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  reversing  S.  C.  as  reported  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  242,  and  L.  E., 
2  Ex.  D.  318. 

*  Parker  v.  Taswell,  2  De  Gex  &  J.  559;  27  L.  J.,  Ch.  812,  S.  C;  Bond  v. 
Rosling,  1  B.  &  S.  371 ;  RoUason  v.  Leon,  7  H.  &  N.  73;  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  96,  S.  C; 
Tidey  v.  Mollett,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  298;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  235,  S.  C;  Stranks  v. 
St.  John,  36  L.  J.,  C.  P.  118:  2  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  376,  S.  C. 

5  Parker  v.  Taswell,  2  De  Gex  &  J.  559;  27  L.  J.,  Ch.  812,  S.  C.  But  see 
Wood  V.  Beard,  L.  E.,  2  Ex.  D.  30;  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  100,  S.  C. 

"  See,  further,  as  to  the  operation  of  this  Act,  Davidson,  Cone.  Prec.  of 
Convey.  50 — 71;  Piatt  on  Leases,  passim.     See,  also,  post,  §§  1001,  1002. 

'  Martin  v.  Smith,  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  42;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  50,  S.  C.  See  post,  ? 
1001,  ad  fin. 
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Although  leases  for  any  term  exceeding  three  years  are  §  913 
now  void  unless  granted  by  deed,  an  equally  formal  instrument  is 
not  required  for  the  purpose  of  confirming  those  leases,  which  are 
invalid  by  reason  of  some  deviation  from  the  terms  of  the  power 
under  which  they  were  granted;  for  the  Act  of  13  &  14  V.,  c.  17, 
§  3,  expressly  enacts,  that  the  confirmation,  which  shall  suffice  to 
establish  the  validity  of  any  such  defective  lease,  "  may  be  by 
memorandum  or  note  in  writing  signed  by  the  persons  confirming 
and  accepting  respectively,  or  by  some  other  persons  by  them  respec- 
tively thereunto  lawfully  authorised." 

§  1000.  Bearing  in  mind  the  alterations  effected  by  the  Acts  ?  ^^^ 
just  mentioned,  we  come  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  passed  in  the 
reign  of  Charles  II.,  the  provisions  of  which  Act  have  been  ex- 
tended to  Ireland  by  7  W.  3,  c.  12,  and  have  also  been  enacted, 
generally  in  the  same  words,  in  nearly  all  the  United  States.^ 
This  celebrated  statute  we  owe  to  the  grea,t  lawyer,  but  indifferent 
statesman,  Lord  Nottingham,  who  appears  to  have  been  assisted  in 
framing  it  by  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  and  Lord  Hale;''  yet,  notwith- 
standing these  bright  names,  it  is  certainly  drawn  in  so  inartificial 
a  manner  as  to  confer  little  credit  on  the  skill  of  the  draftsmen; 
and  if  Lord  Nottingham  was  justified,  while  speaking  with  parental 
pride  of  the  principle  of  the  measure,  in  declaring  that  it  was  an 
Act,  every  line  of  which  was  worth  a  subsidy,^ — the  present  genera- 
tion, who  can  contemplate  the  almost  endless  litigation  which  its 
ambiguous  language  has  caused,  may  add  with  more  truth,  if  not 
with  more  sincerity,  that  every  line  of  it  has  cost  a  subsidy.  The 
blame,  however,  which  may  justly  be  cast  on  the  wording  of  the 
Act,  must  be  converted  into  unqualified  praise,  if  regard  be  had  to 
the  objects  which  it  seeks  to  attain,  and  which  it  has,  in  fact,  to  a 
great  extent  attained.*     It  will  then  be  seen  that^  the  rules  of  evi- 

1  29  C.  2,  c.  3;  4  Kent,  Com.  95,  and  n.  I.  (4th  ed.).  The  Civ.  Code  of 
Louis,  art.  2415,  without  adopting  in  terms  the  provisions  of  the  Stat,  of 
Frauds,  declares  generally,  that  all  verbal  sales  of  immovable  property  shall 
be  void.     4  Kent,  Com.  450,  n.  a  (4th  ed.). 

^  3  Campbell's  Lives  of  the  Chancellors,  418. 

^  E.  North's  Life  of  Guildford,  209. 

''  In  Doe  V.  Harris,  8  A.  &  E.  12,  Ld.  Denman  speaks  of  the  Stat,  of  Frauds 
as  "one  of  the  wisest  laws  in  principle,  though  far  from  being  complete  in 
its  details,  or  fortunate  in  its  execution."    °Gr.  Ev.  I  262,  almost  verbatim. 
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deuce  contained  in  this  statute,  are,  for  the  most  part,  well  calculated 
for  the  exclusion  of  perjury,  by  requiring,  in  the  cases  there  men- 
tioned, some  more  satisfactory  evidence  than  mere  oral  testimony 
affords.  The  statute  dispenses  with  no  proof  of  consideration, 
which  was  previously  required,  and  gives  no  efficacy  to  written  con- 
tracts, which  they  did  not  previously  possess.'  Its  policy  is  to  impose 
such  requisites  upon  private  transfers  of  property,  as,  without  being 
hindrances  to  fair  transactions,  may  either  be  totally  inconsistent 
with  dishonest  projects,  or  may  tend  to  multiply  the  •  chances  of 
detection.'  The  object  of  the  present  work  will  not  admit  of  an 
extended  consideration  of  the  provisions  of  this  statute;  but  will 
necessarily  restrict  us  to  a  notice  of  the  rules  of  evidence,  which  it 
has  introduced. 


§  1001.  By  this  statute,  all  leases,  estates,  and  interests  in  lands,  ?  915 
whether  of  freehold  or  for  terms  of  years,  and  whether  certain  or 
uncertain,  which,  prior  to  the  1st  of  January,  1845,'  have  been 
created  by  livery  and  seisin  only,^-that  is,  by  mere  matter  in  pais, 
without  deed,* — or  by  parol,  and  not  put  in  writing,  and  signed  by 
the  parties  creating  the  same,  or  their  agents  duly  authorised  in 
writing,  are  allowed  only  the  force  and  effedt  of  estates  at  will; 
except  leases  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years  from  the  making 
thereof,  whereon  the  rent  reserved  shall  amount  to  two-thirds  of 
the  improved  value.'     It  seems  to  be  now  determined,  though  the 


1  2  St.  Ev.  472;  Eaun  v.  Hughes,  7   T.  E.  350,  n.;    Barrell  v.  Trnssell,  4 
Taunt.  121. 

'  Bob.  on  Frauds,  Pref.  xxii. 

^  When  7  &  8  v.,  c.  76,  came  into  operation.     See  ante,  ?  996. 

*  See  per  Patteson,  J.,  and   Ld.  Denman,  in  Cooch  v.  Goodman,  2  Q.  B. 
592,  597. 

*  29  C.  2,'  c.  3,  ?  1,  enacts,  that  "  all  leases,  estates,  interests  of  freehold  or 
terms  of  years,  or  any  uncertain  interest  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of,  any  messuages, 
manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  made  or  created  by  livery  and 
seisin  only,  or  by  parol,  and  not  put  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties  so 
making  or  creating  the  same,  or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  authorised  by 
writing,  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of  leases -or  estates  at  will  only,  and 
shall  not,  either  in  law  or  equity,  be  deemed  or  taken  to  have  any  other  or 
greater  force  or  effect;  any  consideration  for  making  any  such  parol  leases  or 
estates,  or  any  former  law  or  usage,  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  §  2' 
"  excepts,  nevertheless,  all  leases  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years  from 
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point  is  not  wholly  free  from  doubt,  that  the  above  provisions  of 
the  statute  are  not  applicable  to  demises  under  seal;^  and,  conse- 
quently, that  an  indenture  of  lease  for  more  than  three  years  need 
not  be  signed.  It  has  been  said  more  than  once,  that  the  tenancy 
described  in  the  statute  as  "  an  estate  at  will,"  must  be  construed 
as  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year; "  but  this  is  not  strictly  accurate; 
since  a  party  who  enters  under  an  agreement  void  by  the  statute,  is, 
in  point  of  law,  tenant  at  will  for  the  first  year,  though,  likfe  any 
other  tenant  at  will,  he  will  be  converted  into  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  as  soon  as  a  yearly  rent  has  been  paid  and  accepted.'  In  both 
characters,  too,  he  will  be  subject  to  such  of  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, as  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  species  of  tenancy  which 
the  law  under  the  circumstances  creates;*  and,  therefore,  if  one  of 
the  terms  be  that  the  tenant  shall  keep  the  premises  in  repair  daring 
his  occupation,'  or  that  he  shall  paint  in  the  seventh  year  of  his 
tenancy,"  or  that  he  shall  pay  his  rent  in  advance,'  he  will  be  liable 


the  making  thereof,  whereupon  the  rent  reserved  to  the  landlord,  during  such 
term,  shall  amount  unto  two  third  parts  at  the  least  of  the  full  improved  value 
of  the  thing  demised."  These  provisions  were  enacted  in  |  1  of  7  W.  3,  c.  12, 
It.  ;  but  that  section  has  been  repealed  since  the  1st  Jan.,  1861,  see  23  &  24  V., 
c.  154,  l^  104,  105,  and  Sch.  B.  Ir.  The  law  in  Ireland  is  now  regulated  by 
?  4  of  the  Act  just  cited,  which  enacts,  that  "  every  lease  or  contract  with 
respect  to  lauds,  whereby  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  is  intended  to  be 
created  for  any  freehold  estate  or  interest,  or  for  any  definite  period  of  time, 
not  being  from  year  to  year  or  any  lesser  period,  shall  be  by  deed  executed, 
or  note  in  writing  signed,  by  the  landlord,  or  his  agent  thereunto  lawfully 
authorised  in  writing."  See  Bayley  v.  M.  of  Conyngham,  15  Ir.  Law  E.,  N. 
S.  407;  Chute  v.  Busteed,  14  id.  115. 

1  Aveline  v.  Whisson,  4  M.  &  Gr.  801;  Shep.  Touch.  56,  n.  24;  Cooch  v. 
Goodman,  2  Q.  B.  580,  597,  598;  2  G.  &  D.  159,  S.  C;  Cherry  v.  Heming, 
4  Ex.  R.  631.     Contr^,  2  Bl.  Com.  306. 

2  Clayton  v.  Blakey,  8  T.  E.  3,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  97,  S.  C; 
Bei-rey  v.  Lindley,  3  M.  &  Gr.  512,  per  Coltman,  J.;  id.  514,  per  Maule,  J. 

'  Eichardson  v.  Gifford,  1  A.  &  E.  56,  per  Parke,  J. ;  3  M.  &  Gr.  512,  n.  a, 
and  cases  there  cited;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  94—96. 

*  Berrey  v.  Lindley,  3  M.  &  Gr.  514,  per  Maule  J. ;  Doe  v.  Bell,  5  T.  E. 
471;  Arden  v.  Sullivan,   14  Q.  B.  832.    See  Tooker  v.  Smith,  1  H.  &  N. 

732. 

5  Eichardson  v.  Gifford,  1  A.  &  E.  50;  8  D.  &  E.  643,  S.  C.  See  Beale  v. 
Sanders,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  850;  5  Scott,  58,  S.  C;  Arden  v.  Sullivan,  14  Q.  B. 
832. 

6  Martin  v.  Smith,  43  L.  X,  Ex.  42;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  50  S.  C. 
'  Lee  V.  Smith,  9  Ex.  E.  662. 
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to  an   action  for  a  breach  of  any  such  term,  notwithstanding  the 
agreement  is  Inade  void  by  the  statute. 

§  1002.  Although  a  parol  lease  for  a  longer  period  than  the  Act  2  916 
permits  is  inoperative  as  to  its  duration,  still,  if  a  tenant  holds 
tinder  it  during  the  entire  period,  he  may  quit  without  notice  at  the 
expiration  of  the  term.  An  example  will  illustrate  this  proposition. 
Suppose  a  parol  lease  of  a  house  to  have  been  granted  for  five  years 
and  a  half,  commencing  at  Michaelmas,  1880,  at  a  specified  annual 
rent.  The  tenant  has  entered,  and  till  Mich.,  1881,  was  a  mere 
tenant  at  will-  He  then  paid  his  rent,  and  continued  in  possession, 
and  thereby  became  tenant  from  year  to  year  until  Mich.,  1885, 
capable  of  quitting,  or  liable  to  be  ejected,  on  giving  or  receiving 
a  six  months'  notice  to  expire  on  the  29th  of  September  in  any 
year.  At  Lady-day,  1886,  however,  when  the  whole  period  of 
five  years  and  a  half  will  have  run  out,  either  party  will  be  at 
liberty  to  terminate  the  tenancy  without  any  notice' whatever.'  The 
term^  of  three  years,  for  which  a  parol  lease  may  be  good,  must  be 
computed  from  the  date  of  the  agreement;  and  a  term  of  three 
years  to  commence  in  futuro,  will  consequently  not  satisfy  the 
statute.'  If  a  parol  lease  is  made,  to  hold  from  year  to  year  during 
the  pleasure  of  the  parties,  this  is  adjudged  to  be  a  lease  for  only 
one  year  certain,  and  every  subsequent  year  is  a  new  springing  in- 
terest, arising  upon  the  first  contract,  and  parcel  of  it;  so  that  if 
the  tenant  should  occupy  ten  years,  still  it  is  prospectively  but  a 
lease  for  a  year  certain,  and  therefore  good,  within  the  exception  of 
the  statute;  though,  as  to  the  time  past,  it  is  considered  as  one 
entire  and  valid  lease  for  so  many  years  as  the  tenant  has  enjoyed  it.* 

§  1003.*  By  the  third  section  of    the  same  statute,"  no  leases,    ^  917 


1  Berrey  v.  Lindley,  3  M.  &  Gr.  498,  511,  513,  514;  Doe  v.  Stratton,  4  Bing. 
446;  1  M.  &  P.  183,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Moffatt,  15  Q.  B.  257;  Tress  v.  Savage, 
23  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  339;  4  E.  &  B.  36,  S.  C. 

2  Gr.  Ev.  ?  263,  in  part. 

^  Eawlins  v.  Turner,  1  Ld.  Ray.  736. 

*  Eob.  on  Frauds,  241—244.  =  Gr.  Ev.  ?  264,  in  part. 

«  7  W.  3,  c.  12,  I  1,  Ir.,  was  to  the  like  effect;  but  that  section  has  been 
repealed  since  the  1st  Jan.,  1861,  see  23  &  24  V.,  c.  154,  \l  104,  105,  and  Sch. 
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estates,  or  interests,  either  of  freehold,  or  terms  of  years,  or  any 
uncertain  interest,  not  being  copyhold  or  customary  interests,  in 
messuages,  manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  could, — 
prior  to  the  first  of  January,  1845,' — be  assigned,  granted,  or  sur- 
rendered, unless  by  deed,  or  note  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  so 
assigning,  granting,  or  surrendering  the  same,  orxhis  agent  author- 
ized by  writing,  or  by  act  and  operation  of  law.  At  common  law, 
surrenders  of  estates  for  life  or  years  in  possession  in  things 
corporeal  were  gobd,  though  made  by  parol;  but  things  incor- 
poreal, as  advowsons,  rents,"  and  the  like,  and  interests  in  lands 
not  in  possession,  as  remainders  and  reversions  for  life  or  years, 
lying  in  grant,  could  not,  and  still  cannot,  be  surrendered  except  by 
deed.^  The  effect  of  this  section  is  not  to  dispense  with  any  evi- 
dence required  by  the  common  law;  but  to  add  to  its  provisions 
somewhat  of  security,  by  requiring  a  new  and  a  more  permanent 
species  of  evidence.  Wherever,  therefore,  at  common  law  a  deed 
was  necessary,  the  same  solemnity  is  still  requisite  under  this  Act; 
but  with  respect  to  lands  and  tenements  in  possession,  which,  before 
the  statute,  might  have  been  surrendered  by  words  only,  some  note 
in  writing,  duly  signed,  was  by  the  statute  made  essential  to  a  valid 
surrender.'' 

§  1004  In  interpreting  this  section,  it  will  be  observed,  that  it    ?  918 
does  not  contain, — like  the  first  two  sections  of  the  Act, — any  excep- 
tion in  favour  of  leases  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years;  and, 
consequently,  it  has  been  held  to  exclude  alike  parol  assignments 
and  parol  surrenders  of  mere  leases  from  year  to  year,  though  such 


B.  Ir.  The  law  in  Ireland  is  now  regulated  by  |?  7  &  9  of  the  Act  just  cited. 
^  7  enacts,  that  ' '  the  estate  or  interest  of  any  tenement  under  any  lease  or  other 
contract  of  tenancy  .shall  not  be  surrendered  otherwise  than  by  a  deed  executed, 
or  .note  in  writing  signed,  by  the  tenant  or  his  agent  thereto  lawfully  autho- 
rised in  writing,  or  by  act  and  operation  of  law."  ?  9  enacts,  that  "the 
estate  or  interest  of  any  tenant  in  any  lands  under  any  lease  or  other  contract 
of  tenancy,  shall  be  assigned,  granted,' ot  transmitted  by  deed  executed,  or 
instrument  in  writing  signed,  by  the  party  assigning  or  granting  the  same, 
or  his  agent  thereto  lawfully  authorised  in  writing,  or  by  devise,  bequest,  or 
act  and  operation  of  law,  and  not  otherwise." 

'  When  7  &  8  v.,  c.  76,  came  into  operation.     See  ante,  U  996—998. 

^  Co.  Lit.  337  b,  338  a;  2  Shep.  Touch.  330;  1  Wms.  Saund.  236  a;  Lyon 
V.  Eeed,  13  M.  &  W.  303—305;  ante,  §  972.  '  Eob.  on  Frauds,  248. 
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leases  have  been  created  by  verbal  agreement.'  It  seems,  also, 
that  a  parol  agreement  by  a  lessee  for  the  transfer  of  his  interest  in 
a  term  not  exceeding  three  years,  vrhich  is  intended  to  take  effect 
as  an  assignment,  and  is  invalid  as  such,  cannot  operate  as  an 
underlease.'^  If,  however,  both  parties  intend  to  create  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant,  the  mere  fact  of  the  parol  demise  passing  all 
the  lessor's  interest  in  the  premises  will  not  prevent  it  from  operat- 
ing as  a  lease,  at  least  for  some  purposes.'  The  lessor,  therefore, 
under  these  special  circumstances,  may  maintain  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation  during  the  entire  term,  even  should  the  lessee  quit 
the  premises  before  its  expiration;*  and  this,  too,  although  the 
lessor,  in  consequence  of  having  no  reversion,  cannot  distrain  for 
the  rent  in  arrear.^ 


§  1005.  The  surrender  by  act  and  operation  of  law,  mentioned  in  g  919 
the  statute,  is  a  phrase  to  which  it  is  difficult  to  assign  a  precise 
meaning.  Its  most  obvious  application  is,  "  to  cases  where  the 
owner  of  a  particular  estate  has  been  a  party  to  some  act,  the 
validity  of  which  he  is  by  law  afterwards  estopped  from  disputing, 
and  which  would  not  be  valid  if  his  particular  estate  had  continued 
to  exist.  There  the  law  treats  the  doing  of  such  act  as  amounting 
to  a  surrender.  Thus,  if  a  lessee  for  years  accept  a  new  lease  from 
his  lessor,  he  is  estopped  from  saying  that  his  lessor  had  not  power 
to  make  the  new  lease;  and,  as  the  lessor  could  not  do  this  until 
the  prior  lease  had  been  surrendered,  the  law  says  that  the  accept- 
ance of  such  new  lease  is  of  itself  a  surrender  of  the  former.  So, 
if  there  be  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  another  in  fee,  and  the  re- 
mainder-man comes  on  the  land  and  makes  a  feoffment  to  the 
tenant  for  life,  who  accepts  livery  thereon,  the  tenant  for  life  is 


'  Botting  V.  Martin,  1  Camp.  319,  per  M'Donald,  C.  B. ;  Mollett  v.  Brayne, 
2  Camp.  103,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Thomson  v.  Wilson,  2  Stark.  E.  379, 
per  id.     See  Doe  v.  "Wells,  10  A.  &  E.  435—437. 

^  Barrett  v.  Eolfe,  14  M.  &  W.  348,  questioning  Poultney  v.  Holmes,  1  Str. 
405. 

3  Pollock  V.  Stacy,  9  Q.  B.  1033,  upholding  Poultney  v.  Holmes,  1  Str.  405. 
But  see  Beardman  v.  Wilson,  4  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  57;  S.  C.  nom.  Beardmore 
V.  Wilson,  38  L.  J.,  C.  P.  91. 

*  Pollock  V.  Stacy,  9  Q.  B.  1033. 

5  Parmenter  v.  Webber,  8  Taunt.  593;  Smith  v.  Mapleback,  1  T.  R.  441. 
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thereby  estopped  from  disputing  the  seisin  in  fee  of  the  remainder- 
man; and  so  the  law  says,  that  such  acceptance  of  livery  amounts 
to  a  surrender  of  his  life  estate.  Again,  if  a  tenant  for  years  accepts 
from  his  lessor  a  grant  of  a  rent,  issuing  out  of  the  land,  and  payable 
during  the  term,  he  is  thereby  estopped  from  disputing  his  lessor's 
right  to  grant  the  rent;  and  as  this  could  not  be  done  during  his 
term,  therefore  he  is  deemed  in  law  to  have  surrendered  his  term 
to  the  lessor."  '  In  all  these  cases  no  question  of  intention  can  arise. 
The  surrender  is  not  the  result  of  intention,  but  is  the  act  of  the 
law,  and  it  takes  place  independent,  and  even  in  spite,  of  intention 
the  most  express.^ 


§  1006.  Neither  is  it  material,  whether  the  interest  taken  by  the  2  920 
surrenderor  under  the  new  arrangement,  be  or  be  not  equivalent  to 
that  which  he  enjoyed  under  the  surrendered  term;  and,  therefore, 
if  a  lessee  for  life,  or  for  a  long  term  of  years,  accepts  from  his 
landlord  a  new  demise  for  a  shorter  period,  this  will  amount  to ,  a 
surrender  of  his  original  lease.'  At  one  time  it  was  thought  that 
a  tenancy  under  a  lease  would  be  surrendered  by  operation  of  law, 
if  the  parties  were  to  make  a  verbal  agreement,  for  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration, that,  instead  of  the  existing  term,  there  should  be  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year  at  a  different  rent,  or  even  a  tenancy  at 
will.*  This  doctrine,  however,  has  been  much  shaken  of  late  years, 
and  the  better  opinion  now  is,  that  nothing  short  of  an  express 
demise  will  operate  as  a  surrender  of  an  existing  lease.^  Still,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  new  demise  should  in  all  events  be  incapable 
of  being  defeated.  For  example,  if  a  lessee  were  to  accept,  in  ac- 
cordance with  his  contract,  a  second  lease  voidable  upon  condition, 
this,  even  in  the  event  of  its  avoidance,  would  amount  to  a  surrender 
of  the  former  term ;  because  such  second  lease  would  pass  ab  initio 
the  actual  interest  contracted  for,  though  that  interest  would  be 
liable  to  be  defeated  at  some  future  period.* 


1  Lyon  V.  Reed,  13  M.  &  "W.  306,  per  Parke,  B. 

«  Id.  306,  307,  per  id. 

'  Mellow  V.  May,  M.  636  ;  recognised  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Hamerton  v. 
Stead,  3  B.  &C.  482,  483,  and  by  Lefroy,  B.,  in  Lynch  v.  Lynch,  6  Ir.  Law 
E.  142;  1  Wms.  Saund.  236,  c.  *  See  cases  cited  in  last  note. 

'  Foquet  v.  Moor,  7  Ex.  E.  870;  Crowley  v.  Vitty,  id.  319. 

"  Eoe  V.  Abp.  of  York,  6  East,  102;   Doe  v.  Bridges,  1  B.  &  Ad.   847,  856 ; 
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§  1007.  On  the  other  hand,  the  acceptance  of  a  void  lease,  which  ?  921 
creates  no  new  estate  whatever,'  or  even  the  acceptance  of  a  void- 
able lease,  which,  beiag  afterwards  made  void  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  does  not  pass  an  interest  according  to  the  contract, 
will  not  operate  as  a  surrender  of  a  former  lease.^  Nor  will  it  make 
any  difference  in  the  consideration  of  this  question,  whether  the 
surrender  be  express  or  implied ;  for  as  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
justly  observed  on  one  occasion:  ^ — "In  the  case  of  a  surrender  im- 
plied by  law  from  the  acceptance  of  a  new  lease,  a  condition  ought 
also  to  be  understood  as  implied  by  law,  making  void  the  surrender 
in  case  the  new  lease  should  be  made  void;  and  in  case  of  an 
express  surrender,  so  expressed  as  to  show  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  make  the  surrender  only  in  consideration  of  the  grant, 
the  sound  construction  of  such  instrument,  in  order  to  effectuate 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  would  make  that  surrender  also  condi- 
tional to  be  void,  in  case  the  grant  should  be  made  void." 

§  1008.  Again,  the  mere  fact  of  a  tenant  entering  into  an  agree-  ^  922 
ment  to  purchase  the  estate  will  not  work  a  surrender  of  his  tenancy 
by  operation  of  law;  because  such  a  contract  contains  an  implied 
condition  that  the  landlord  should  make  out  a  good  title;  and  it 
would  be  most  unreasonable  to  suppose,  that  the  tenant  intended 
absolutely  to  surrender  an  existing  term,  while  it  was  uncertain 
whether  the  purchase  would  be  completed  or  not.*  If;  however, 
from  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  agreement,  it  could  fairly  be  in- 
ferred that  the  tenant,  from  its  date,  was  to  be  absolutely  a  debtor 
for  the  purchase-money,  paying  interest  upon  it,  and  to  cease  to 
pay  rent,  a  tenancy  at  will  would  probably  be  created  after  that 
time;  and  the  acceptance  of  such  new  demise  would  then  operate 


Doe  V.  Poole,  11  Q.  B.  716,  723 ;  Fulmerston  v.  Steward,  Plowd.  107  a,  per 
Bromley,  C.  J. ;  Co.  Lit.  45  a ;  Lloyd  v.  Gregory,  Cro.  Car.  501  ;  "Whitley  i'. 
Gough,  Dyer,  140—146. 

'  Eoe  V.  Abp.  of  York,  6  East,  86  ;  explained  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in 
Hamerton  v.  Stead,  3  B.  &  C.  481,  482;  Lynch  v.  Lynch,  6  Ir.  Law  E.  142, 
per  Lefroy,  B.  ;  Wilson  v.  Sewell,  4  Burr.  1980  ;  Davison  v.  Stanley,  id. 
2213,  per  Ld.  Mansfield. 

2  Doe  V.  Poole,  11  Q.  B.  713;  Doe  v.  Courtenay,  id.  702. 

'  Doe  V.  Courtenay,  11  Q.  B.  712;  overruling  Doe  v.  Forwood,  3  Q.  B.  627. 

*  Doe  V.  Stanion,  1  M.  &  W.,  695,  701;  Tarte  v.  Darby,  5  M.  &  W.  601. 
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as  a  surrender  of  the  former  interest.'  An  agreement  between  a 
landlord  and  tenant  during  the  existence  of  a  lease,  that  the  former 
should  lay  out  money  on  the  premises,  and  the  latter  pay  an  addi- 
tional rent  in  consequence,  does  not  create  a  new  tenancy  at  an 
increased  rent,  so  as  to  amount  to  a  surrender  of  the  old  lease  by 
operation  of  law.^ 

§  1009.'  The  simple  cancellation  of  a  lease,  even  though  both  ?  923 
parties  consent,*  cannot  work  a  surrender  by  operation  of  law,  to 
divest  the  tenant's  estate,  because  the  intent  of  the  statute  is  to 
take  away  the  mode  of  transferring  interests  in  lands  by  symbols 
and  words  only,  as  formerly  used;  and,  therefore,  a  surrender  by 
cancellation,  which  is  but  a  sign,  is  also  taken  away;  though  a  sym- 
bolical surrender  may  perhaps  be  still  recognised  in  certain  cases  as 
the  basis  of  equitable  relief.^  It  would  seem  that  this  rule  equally 
applies,  whether  the  cancelled  deed  relates  to  things  lying  in  livery, 
or  to  those  which  lie  only  in  grant."  Neither  will  the  fact  of  the 
deed  being  found  cancelled  in  the  possession  of  the  lessor,  furnish 
in  itself  any  presumption  of  an  actual  surrender  by  deed  or  note  in 
writing;  though  it  may  be  a  circumstance  fit  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  if  coupled  with  proof  that  the  lessee  has  been  out  of 
possession  for  a  series  of  years,  or  that  the  lessor's  papers  have 
been  destroyed,  or  that  other  occurrences  have  happened,  which 
might  account  for,  or  excuse,  the  non-production  of  the  written 
surrender.' 

§  1010.  Though  the  doctrine  of  surrender  by  operation  of  law    ?  924 

'  1  M.  &  W.  701. 

2  Donellan  v.  Read,  3  B.  &  Ad.  905;  Lambert  v.  Norris,  2  M.  &  W,  335. 

»  Gr.  Ev.  ?  265,  slightly. 

*  Ld.  "Ward  v.  Lumley,  5  H.  &  N.  87;  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  322,  S.  C. 

^  Magennis  v.  MacCullough,  Gilb.  Eq.  R.  236;  Roe  v.  Abp.  of  York,  6 
East,  86,  101;  Wootley  v.  Gregory,  2  Y.  &  J.  536;  Bolton',  v.  Bp.  of  Carlisle, 
2  H.  Bl.  263,  264;  Doe  v.  Thomas,  9  B.  &  C.  288;  4  M.  &  R.  218,  S.  C; 
Walker  v.  Richardson,  2  M.  &  W.  882;  Natchbolt  v.  Porter,  2  Vern.  112;  4  , 
Kent,  Com!  104;  Rob.  on  Frauds,  251,  252;  id.  248,  249;  Holbrook  v.  Tirrell, 
9  Pick.  105. 

"  Bolton  V.  Bp.  of  Carlisle,  2H.  Bl.  263,  264:  "Walker  v.  Richardson,  2  M.  & 
W.  892. 

'  Doe  V.  Thomas,  9  B.  &  C.  288,  298—300;  4  M.  &  R.  218,  S.  C. ;  "Walker  v. 
Richardson,  2  M.  &  "W.  882;  ante,  §  138. 
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was  originally  confined  to  cases  where  the  tenant  accepted  from 
his  lessor  a  new  interest,  inconsistent  with  that  which  he  pre- 
viously had,  it  has  by  modern  decisions  been  considerably  extended, 
and  is  now  applied,  not  only  to  the  case  where  the  second  lease  is 
granted  to  the  lessee  himself,  or  to  the  lessee  and  his  wife,  or  to 
the  lessee  aiid  a  stranger,'  but  to  any  act  done  by  the  landlord, 
which  creates  a  new  interest  in  a  third  party,  inconsistent  with  the 
tenant's  former  interest;  provided  the  tenant  and  third  party 
concur  in  such  act,  and  the  former  actually  gives  up  possession  in 
consequence  of  it.^  Thus,  a  demise  by  the  lessor  to  a  stranger, 
with  the  assent  of  the  lessee,  if  coupled  with  an  actual  change  of 
possession,  is  a  surrender  by  operation  of  law  of  the  lessee's  interest, 
at  least,"  if  it  be  merely  a  chattle  interest.^  Whether  the  same 
doctrine  would  apply  to  a  case  where  the  former  lessee  had  a  free- 
hold interest  may  admit  of  some  doubt.  In  Lynch  v.  Lynch,*  the 
Irish  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  it  would,  but  that  decision  has 
been  much  shaken,  if  not  overruled,  by  Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  the 
case  of  Creagh  v.  Blood.  ^  Although  a  parol  licence  to  quit,  even 
when  followed  by  an  actual  quitting,  will  not  of  itself  operate  as  a 
surrender  of  the  tenant's  interest;"  yet  if  the  tenant,  in  pursuance 
of  such  a  licence,  gives  up  possession,  and  the  landlord  accepts  it, 
the  licence,   coupled  with  the  change  of  possession,  will  amount 


'  Shep.  Touch.  301;  Hamerton  v.  Stead,  3  B.  &  C.  478. 

''  Thomas  v.  Cook,  2  Stark.  E.  408;  2  B.  &  A.  119,  S.  C. ;  Stone  v.  "Whiting, 
2  Stark.  R.  235;  Dodd  «.  Acklom,  6  M.  &  Gr.  672;  Lynch  v.  Lynch,  6  Ir.  Law 
E.  131;  Walker  v.  Eichardson,  2  M.  &  W.  882;  Davison  v.  Gent,  26  L.  J.,  Ex. 
122;  1  H.  &  N.  744,  S.  C;  Grimman  v.  Legge,  8  B.  &  C.  324;  2  M.  &  E.  438, 
S.  C. ;  Bees  v.  Williams,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  581;  Graham  v.  Whichelo,  1  C.  &  M.  188; 
Eeeve*.  Bird,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  31;  4  Tyr.  612,  S.  C;  Hall  v.  Burgess,  5  B.  &  C. 
332;  Nickells  u  Atherstone,  10  Q.  B.  944;  M'Donnell  v.  Pope,  9  Hare,  705. 

^  Cases  cited  in  last  note.  In  Doe  v.  Wood,  14  M.  &  W.  682,  M.,  tenant 
from  year  to  year  to  E.,  died,  leaving  his  widow  in  possession.  A.,  some 
time  after,  took  out  administration,  but  tho  widow  continued'  in  possession 
paying  rent  to  B.  within  A.'s  knowledge,  and  A.  not  objecting.  Held,  that 
these  facts  did  not  amount  to  a  surrender  on  A.  's  part,  by  operation  of  law, 
and,  consequently,  that  A.,  on  proof  of  M.'s  tenancy  and  death,  and  his  own 
title  as  administrator,  could  recover  in  ejectment  against  the  widow. 

*  6  Ir.  Law  E.  131.  *  3  Jones  &  Lat.  133,  161. 

"  Mollett  V.  Brayne,  2  Camp.  103,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough.  See,  also,  Doe  v, 
Milward,  3  M.  &  W.  328,  and  Johnstone  v.  Hudlestone,  4  B.  &  C.  922. 
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to  a  surrender  by  operation  of  law,  and  the  landlord  will  not  be 
able  to  recover  any  rent  becoming  due  after*  his  acceptance  of  the 
possession.' 


§  1011.  The  extension  of  this  doctrine  of  surrender,  as  explained  ?  925 
in  the  early  part  of  the  preceding  section,  has  been  questioned  by 
Lord  Wensleydale,  who  has  suggested  that  the  cases  on  which  it 
rests  may  be  supported  on  the  ground,  that  the  occupation  of  the 
premises  by  the  landlord's  new  tenants  might  "have  the  effect  of 
eviction  by  the  landlord  himself,  in  superseding  the  rent  or  com- 
pensation for  use  and  occupation  during  the  continuance  of  that 
occupation."  "  Several  of  the  cases  may  certainly  be  explained  in 
this  manner  ;  and  one  was  expressly  decided  on  a  somewhat 
similar  ground;'  but  in  Thomas  v.  Cook,*  which  is  the  leading 
authority  on  the  subject,  this  point  was  neither  suggested  in 
argument,  nor  alluded  to  by  the  court;  and  in  Lynch  v.  Lynch," 
which  was  much  discussed  in  Ireland,  the  poibt  could  not  have 
been  taken  at  all,  it  being  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the 
former  lessees  for  life,  against  the  party  who,  with  their  consent, 
had  been  substituted  in  their  place  by  the  landlord.  -Moreover, 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,"  and,  more  recently,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  also,'  have  declared  their  dissent  from  the  line  of 
argument  advanced  by  Lord  Wensleydale,  and  have  confirmed 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Thomas  v.  Cook. 

§  1012.  On  the  whole  it  is  submitted  that  this  rule  is  good   §  926 
law;  and  that,   confined,  as  it  is,  to  cases  where  an  actual,  and 
consequently  a  notorious,   shifting  of  possession  has  occurred,  no 
real  danger  need  be  apprehended  from  its  continuance.     Its  adop- 


1  Grimman  v.  Legge,  8  B.  &  C.  324  ;  2  M.  &  R.  438,  S.  C. ;  Dodd  r.  Acklom, 
6  M.  &  ar.  672  ;  Phen6  v.  Popplewell,  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.  235  ;  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
334,  S.  C;  Whitehead  t).  Clifford,  5  Taunt.  518.  See  Cannan  v.  Hartley,  19 
L.  J.,  C.  P.  323;  9  Com.  B.  634,  S.  C;  Oastler  i\  Henderson,  46  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  607,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R.,  2Q.  B.  D.  575,  S.  C. 

»  Lyon  V.  Reed,  13  M.  &  W.  309,  310. 

»  Gore  V.  "Wright,  8  A.  &  E.  118  ;  3  N.  &  P.  243,  S.  C. 

•  2  Stark.  R.  408  ;  2  B.  &  A.  119,  S.  C.  '6  Ir.  Law  R.  131. 

"  Nickells  v.  Atherstone,  10  Q.  B.  944,  950,  951. 

'  Davison  v.  Gent,  26  L.  J.,  Ex.  122  ;  1  H.  &  N.  744,  S.  C. 
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tion,  where  reversions  or  incorporeal  hereditaments,  which  pass 
only  by  deed,  are  disposed  of,  or  its  extension  to  cases  where 
corporeal  estates  are  dealt  with  by  the  consent  of  the  tenant,  but 
where  no  actual  change  of  possession  has  taken  place,  would 
certainly  let  in  all  the  dangers  for  avoiding  which  the  statute  was 
passed;  and  here  Lord  Wensleydale  is  quite  right  in  observing, 
that  if  this  were  the  law,  it  would  very  seriously  affect  titles  to 
long  terms  of  years;  mortgage  terms,  for  instance,  in  which  it 
frequently  happens  that  there  is  a  consent,  express  or  implied, 
by  the  legal  termor  to  a  demise  from  the  mortgagor  to  a  third 
person.'  However,  as  this  is  not  the  law  at  present,^  nothing 
further  need  be  said  on  the  subject. 

§  1013.  A  surrender  by  operation  of  law  may  also  be  eifected  ?  927 
under  the  provisions  of  particular  Acts  of  Parliament.  For  instance, 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  empowers  the  trustee  of  a  banki-upt 
lessee  to  relieve  himself  from  all  responsibility  under  the  lease,  by 
simply  disclaiming  it  in  writing  under  his  hand,^  provided  he  do 
so  with  the  leave  *  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  within  three  months 
after  his  appointment,  and  within  twenty-eight  days  after  the 
lessor  has  applied  to  him  to  decide  whether  he  will  disclaim  or 
not;  and  upon  the  execution  of  such  disclaimer^  the  lease  is 
deemed  to  have  been  surrendered  on  the  date  of  the  disclaimer,  and 
the  lessor  is  deemed  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  extent 
of  any  injury  he  may  have  sustained  by  the  operation  of  this  enact- 

I  Lyon  V.  Reed,  13  M.  &  W.  309. 

^  Id.  310,  as  to  estates  lying  in  grant ;  Doe  v.  Johnston,  M'Clel.  &  Y.  141, 
as  to  the  assent  of  the  tenant,  when  not  coupled  -with  change  of  possession  ; 
recognised  in  Dodd  ■;;.  Acklom,  6  M.  &  Gr.  679,  682.  In  Walker  v.  Richard- 
son, 2  M.  &  "W.  882,  there  was  a  lease  of  tolls,  but  the  point  that  this  was  a 
right  which  lay  in  grant  was  never  taken. 

'  A  trustee  who  has  taken  possession  of  the  leasehold  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  cannot  divest  himself  of  personal  liability  to  the  landlord  for  the 
rent,  except  in  the  mode  indicated  in  the  text.  In  re  Solomon,  ex  p. 
Dressier,  48  L.  J.,  Bk.  20,  per  Ct.  of  App.  See,  also,  Wilson  v.  Wallani,  L. 
R.,  5  Ex.  D.  155  ;  49  L.  J.,  Ex.  437,  S.  C;  and  Lowrey  v.  Barker,  L.  R.,  5 
Ex.  D.  470,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  49  L.  J.,  Ex.  433,  S.  C. 

*  Leave  to  disclaim  is  not  required  in  all  cases.  See  "Bankruptcy  Rules, 
1883,"  R.  232. 

^  But  this  disclaimer  will  not  afifect  the  rights  of  third  parties  ;  Ex  p. 
Walton,  re  Levy,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  657,  per  Ct.  of  App.  See,  also,  46  &  47  V., 
c.  52,  §  55,  subs.  2. 
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ment,  and  he  may  prove  the  same  as  a  debt  under  the  bankruptcy.' 
The  trustee  of  a  bankrupt  may,  in  like  manner,  get  rid  of  any 
shares  or  stock  in  companies,  unprofitable  contracts,  or  unsaleable 
property,  acquired  by  him  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  and  this, 
too,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  taken  possession  of  such 
property,  or  exercised  any  act  of  ownership  over  it.^  Somewhat 
similar  provisions  will  also  be  found  in  the  "  Irish  Bankrupt  and 
Insolvent.  Act,  1857,"?  and  "the  Bankruptcy,  Ireland,  Amend- 
ment Act,  1872.'"*  So,  tinder  the  Building  Societies  Act,  1874, 
the  society  may  indorse  on  any  mortgage  given  to  them  by  a 
member  a  receipt  under  their  seal,  and  countersigned  by  the_ 
secretary  or  manager,  and  such  receipt  will  have  the  effect  of 
vacating  the  security,  and  of  vesting  the  property  comprised  therein 
in  the  party  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption,  without  any 
reconveyance.*  "  The  Industrial  and  Provident  Societies  Act, 
1876," '  and  "  the  Building  Societies  Act,  1875,"  '  also  contain 
like  enactments. 

§  1014.  It  may  here  be  noticed  that  the  law  no  longer  allows 
any  merger  by  operation  of  law  only  of  any  estate,  the  beneficial 
interest  in  which  would  not  be  deemed  to  be  merged  or  extinguished 
in  equity.' 

§  1015.  With  respect  to  assignments  by  operation  of  law,  these  5  928 
may  be  effected  in  a  variety  of  ways.  For  instance,  when  a  lessor 
owner  in  fee  dies  intestate,  the  reversion  vests  in  his  heir  at  law, 
and  when  a  lessee  dies  intestate,  the  lease  vests  in  his  adminis- 
trator, by  operation  of  law.  Nay,  as  against  himself,  even  an 
executor  de  son  tort  may  be  treated  as  the  assignee  of  a  lease; 
and  in  all  these    cases,   when  an  action  is  brought  against  the 

5 ,^ 

'  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  U  55,  56;  In  re  Hide,  per  Lds.  Js.,  7  Law  Eep.,  Ch. 
App.,  28;  41  L.  J.,  Bk.  5,  S.  C.  A  trustee,  after  disclaimer,  cannot  remove 
fixtures,  In  re  Lavies,  ex  p.  Stephens,  47  L.  J.,  Bk.  22,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L. 
E.,  7  Ch.  D.  127,  S.  C.  See  In  re  Roberts,  ex  p.  Brook,  48  L.  J.,  Bk.  22,  per 
Ct.  of  App. 

^  Id.  U  55,  56.  »  20  &  21  v.,  c.  60,  U  271,  272,  Ir. 

*  35  &  36  T.,  c.  58,  U  9'7,  98,  Ir. 

^  37  &  38  v.,  c.  42,  §  42.  Harvey  v.  Mun.  Perm.  Invest.  Build. Soc,  L.  E., 
26  Ch.  D.  273. 

«  39  &  40  v.,  c.  45,  §  12,  suhs.  8.  '  38  &  39  V.,  c.  60,  §  16,  subs.  7. 

«  36  &  37  v.,  c.  66,  ?  25,  subs.  4;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  57,  ?  28,  subs.  4,.  Ir. 

3   LAW  OF  EVID.— v.  III.  (3735) 


866  ASSIGNMENTS  BY  ACT  OF  LAW BANKRUPTS.  [PAET  II. 

heir,  or  administrator,  or  executor  de  son  tort,  it  will  probably 
be  sufficient  to  charge  in  the  statement  of  claim  that  the  reversion 
or  lease  respectively  came  to  the  defendant  "  by  assignment  thereof 
then  made." '  So,  by  virtue  of  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Pro- 
perty Act,  1881,  an  estate  or  interest  of  inheritance  in  any  heredita- 
ments will,  on  the  death  of  the  trustee  or  mortgagee,  notwithstand- 
ing any  testamentary  disposition,  vest,  like  a  chattel  real,  in  his 
legal  personal  representative.''  So,  the  chattels  real  of  any  woman 
married  before  the  27th  of  August,  1870,'  or  even  between  that 
date  and  the  1st  of  January,  1883,*  may  be  said,  in  the 
absence  of  a  settlement,  to  have  been  assigned  to  her  husband 
by  operation  of  law;  °  though  women  married  since  the  latter 
date  are  entitled  to  hold  as  their  separate  estate  all  the  real 
and  personal  property  belonging  to  them  at  the  time  of  marriage.^ 
When  any  person  is  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  his  property,  whether 
real  or  personal,  in  or  out  of  England,  present  or  future,  vested  or 
contingent,'  becomes  vested,  without  any  deed  of  assignment  or 
conveyance,  in  the  trustee  upon,  his  appointment;  *  and  on  the 
death,  resignation,  or  removal  of  any  such  trustee,  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  another  in  his  stead,  a  similar  vesting  takes  place.'*  So, 
when  the  affairs  of  a  debtor  are  being  settled  by  composition,  or 
scheme  of  arrangement,  all  his  property  vests  in  the  trustee  from 
the  date'of  his  appointment.'"  So,  where  an  official  receiver  is  re- 
moved, dies,  or  resigns,  all  estates,  rights,  and  powers,  vested  in 


1  Paull  V.  Simpson,  9  Q.  B.  365;  Derisley  v.  Custance,  4  T.  E.  75. 
M4  &  45  v.,  c.  41,  i  30. 

'  When  "The  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1870,"  33  &  34  V.,  c.  93, 
came  into  operation. 

*  When  "The  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,"  45  &  46  V.,  c.  75, 
came  iiito  operation. 

*  See  Ash  worth  v.  Outram,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  D.  923;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  687,  per  Ct. 
of  App.  S.  C. 

«  45  &  46  v.,  c.  75,  §?  1,  2. 
■     '  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  ?  168.     See  Stanton  v.  Collier,  3  E.  &  B.  274;  Beck- 
ham V.  Drake,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  579;  Eogers    v.  Spence,  12   CI.  &  Fiu.  700; 
Herbert  v.  Sayer,  5  Q.  B.  965;  Jackson  v.  Burnham,  8  Ex.  E.  173. 

M6  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  i  54.     See,  as   to   the  Irish  law,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60, 
li  267,  268,  Ir. 

'  Id.  S  54,  subs.  3.     See,  as  to  the  Irish  law,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60,  J?  267, 
268,  Ir.;  35  &  36  V.,  c.  58,  ?  121,  i.  5,  Ir. 

">  la.  i  18,  subs.  12.     See,  as  to  the  Irish  law,  35  &  36  V.,  c.  58,  ?  91,  Ir. 
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him,  shall,  without  any  conveyance  or  transfer,  vest  in  such  oflScial 
receiver  as  the  Board  of  Trade  may  appoint.'  So,  under  "the 
Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,"  upon  the  death,  resignation  or  re- 
moval of  a  trustee,  the  property  vested  in  him  vests  in  his  succes- 
sor without  conveyance  or  assignment.''  So,  upon  the  appointment 
of  an  administrator  of  convict's  property,  all  the  estate  of  the  convict 
therein  becomes  vested  in  such  official,''  and  remains  so  vested  till 
the  expiration  of  the  sentence,  when  it  revests  in  the  convict 
or  his  representative.*  It  only  remains  to  add,  that  a  parol  assign- 
ment by  a  sheriff  of  leasehold  premises,  taken  in  executioti  under  a 
fieri  facias,  is  void  at  law,  though  the  assignee  has  entered  and 
paid  rent  to  the  head  landlord;  and,  consequently,  the  execution 
debtor  may  still  regain  possession  of  the  premises  in  an  action 
to  recover  land  against  the  assignee,^  unless  the  latter  pleads  the 
facts  by  way  of  defence  on  equitable  grounds,  in  which  event  he 
may  possibly  be  enabled  to  defeat  his  opponent. 

§  1016."  The  Statute  of  Frauds  further  requires  that  the  decla-    I  929 
ration  or  creation  of  trusts  of  land  shall  be  manifested  by  some 
vrriting,  signed  by  the  party,  "  who  is  by  law  enabled  to  declare 
such  trust;"'   and  that  all  grants  and  assignments  of   any  such 
trust  shall  also  be  in  writing,  signed  in  the  same  manner.*     The 

1  Bankruptcy  Rules,  1883,  E.  235,  subs.  2. 

2  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  §  16,  subs.  4.  '  33  &  34  V.,  c.  23,  §  10. 
*  g  18.  *  Doe  V.  Jones,  9  M.  &  "W.  372;  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  352,  S.  C. 
6  Gr.  Ev.  g  266,  in  part. 

'  Thege  words  refer  to  the  beneficial,  and  not  to  the  mere  legal,  owner  of  the 
estate.  Tierney  v.  "Wood,  19  Beav.  330;  Kronheim  v.  Johnson,  L.'  E.,  7  Ch.  J). 
60,  per  Fry,  J.;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  132,  S.  C. 

'  29  C.  2,  o.  3,  ?  7,  enacts,  that  "all  declarations  or  creations  of  trusts  or 
confidences,  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  shall  be  manifested 
and  proved  by  some  writing  signed  by  the  party  who  is  by  law  enabled  to  de- 
clare such  trust,  or  by  his  last  will  in  writing,  or  else  they  shall  be  utterly 
void  and  of  none  effect. ' ' 

?  8  provides,  that  "where  any  conveyance  shall  be  made  of  any  lands  or 
tenements  by  which  a  trust  or  confidence  shall  or  may  arise  or  result  by  the 
implication  or  construction  of  law,  or  be  transferred  or  extinguished  by.  an  act 
or  operation  of  law,  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  such  trust  or  confidence 
shall  be  of  like  force  and  effect  as  the  same  would  have  been  if  this  statute 
had  not  been  made;  anything  hereinbefore  contained  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing." 

I  9  enacts,  that  "  all  grants  and  assignments  of  any  trust  or  confidence 

(3737) 


868  RESULTING  TRUSTS.  [pART  II. 

statute  does  not  require  that  the  trust  itself  should  be  created  by- 
writing;  but  only  that  it  should  be  manifested  by  writing;  plainly 
meaning  that  documentary  evidence  should  be  forthcoming,  to 
prove  first  the  existence,  and  next  the  nature  of  the  trust.'  A 
letter  acknowledging  the  trust,  and  h.  fortiori,  an  admission  in  an 
answer  in  Chancery,  has  therefore  been  deemed  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  statute.^ 

§  1017.°  Resulting  trusts,  or  those  which  arise  by  implication  of  J  930 
law,  are  specially  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  Act.*  Trusts 
of  this  sort  arise  in  three  cases.  First,  where  the  estate  is  pur- 
chased in  the  name  of  one  person,  but  the  purchase-money  is  paid 
by  another;' — and  here,  it  matters  not  whether  the  legal  estate  be 
freehold,  copyhold,  or  leasehold;  whether  it  be  taken  in  the  names 
of  the  purchaser  and  others  jointly,  or  in  the  names  of  others, 
without  that  of  the  purchaser;  or  in  one  name,  or  in  several,  jointly, 
or  successive;  but  in  all  cases  the  trust  will  result  to  the  man  who 
advances  the  purchase-money,"  unless  such  a  resulting  trust  would 
break  in  upon  the  policy  of  some  statute,'  or  unless  the  purchase  be 
effected  by  a  father,*  or  perhaps  a  mother,'  in  the  name  of  an  un- 
provisioned  child,  legitimate  or  illegitimate','"  or  in  the  joint  names 

shall  likewise  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  granting  the  same,  or  by  such 
last  will  or  devise,  or  else  shall  likewise  be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect." 
See  the  corresponding  Irish  Act  of  7  "W.  3,  c.  12,  §?  10,  11,  12. 

1  Smith?;.  Matthews,  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  445,  per  Lds.  Js.  See  Booth  i).  Tui-le,  16 
Law  Jlep.,  Eq.  182;  Dye  v.  Dye,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  442, -per  Ct.  of  App. 

"  Forster  v.  Hale,  3  Ves.  696,  707,  per  Ld.  Alvanley;  Eandall  v.  Morgan,  12 
V«s.  67;  Eob.  on  Frauds,  95;  3  Bug.  V.  &  P.  352;  4  Kent,  Com.  305. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  5  266,  in  part. 

'  See  n.  *,  in  last  page. 

5  Lloyd  V.  Spillet,  2  Atk.  150,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke. 

«  Dyer  v.  Dyer,  Watk.  Copyh.  216,  per  Eyre,  C.  B. ;  3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  255,  256; 
Wray  v.  Steele,  2  Ves.  &  B.  388;  Baxter  v.  Brown,  7  M.  &  Gr.  215. 

'  Ex  parte  Houghton,  17  Ves.  251;  Bedington  v.  Eedington,  3  Eidg.  P.  C. 
106. 

*  The  doctrine  probably  extends  to  a  purchase  by  any  person  who  stands  in 
loco  parentis,  Powys  v.  Mansfield,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  359,  per  Ld.  Cottenham. 

^  But,  in  the  case  of  a  mother,  the  equitable  presumption  must  be  supported 
by  some  evidence  of  intention,  Bennet  v.  Bennet,  L.  E.,  10  Ch.  D.  474,  per 
Jessel,  M.  E.,  commenting  on  Sayre  v.  Hughes,  5  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  376;  37  L.  J., 
Ch.  401,  S.  C,  per  Stuart,  V.-C;  and  In  re  De  Visme,  2  De  Gex,  J.  &  S.  17; 
33  L.  J.,  Ch.  332,  S.  C. 

•»  Beckford  v.   Beckford,   Lofft,  \90;  3  Sug.  V.   &  P.  262.     See  Soar  v. 
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of  the  purchaser  and  such  child,'  or  of  such  child  and  another 
person.^  In  the  case  of  the  purchase  by  a  parent,  the  trust,  in 
the  absence  of  clear  evidence  to  the  contrary,' — and  the  parent's 
subsequent  declarations  cannot  furnish  such  evidence,* — will  not 
be  deemed  a  resulting  trust  for  the  purchaser,  but  a  gift  or  advance- 
ment for  the  child;'  because  parents  are  bound  in  conscience  to 
provide  for  their  children.*  Resulting  trusts  will  arise,  secondly, 
where  a  conveyance  is  made  in  trust,  declared  only  as  to  part,  and 
the  residue  remains  undisposed  of,  nothing  being  declared  respect- 
ing it;  and  thirdly,  in  oases  of  fraud.'  Other  divisions  have  been 
suggested;*  but  they  all  seem  reducible  to  these  three  heads. 

§  1018.  In  all  these  cases  it  appears  now  to  be  generally  con-  ?  930a 
ceded,  that  parol  evidence, — though  received  with  great  caution,  and 
not  deemed  sufficient  unless  of  a  clear  character," — is  admissible 
to  establish  the  collateral  facts  (not  contradictory  to  the  deed,  unless 
in  the  case  of  fraud),  from  which  a  Irust  may  legally  result;'"  and 
that  it  makes  no  difference  as  to  its  admissibility  whether  the 
nominal  purchaser  be  living  or  dead."  It  has,  indeed,  been  doubted 
whether  parol  evidence  is  admissible  against  the  answer  of  the 
trustee  denying  the  trust;'''  but  no  good  reason  can  be  given  for  en- 
Foster,  4  Kay  &  J.  152;  Tucker  v.  Burrow,  34L.  J.,  Ch.  478,  per  Wood,  V.-C; 
2  Hem.  &  M.  515,  S.  C. 

1  Fox  V.  Fox,  15  Ir.  Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  89;  Sidmouth  v.  Sidmouth,   2  Beav.  447. 

"  Lamplugh  v.  Lamplugh,  1  P.  Wms.  112. 

'  Stock  V.  M'Avoy,  15  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  55,  per  "Wickens,  V.-C,  42  L.  J.,  Ch. 
230,  S.  C.  *  O'Brien  v.  Shell,  I.  R.,  7  Eq.  255. 

*  See  Forrest  D.  Forrest,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  428,  per  Stuart,  V.-C;  Hepworth  v. 
Hepworth,  11  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  10;  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  Ill,  S.  C 

"  3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  262.  See  Devoy  v.  Devoy,  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  403;  Jeans  v. 
Cooke,  24  Beav.  513;  Dumper  v.  Dumper,  3  Glff.  583;  Williams  v.  Williams, 
32  Beav.  370.  '  Lloyd  v.  Spillet,  2.  Atk.  150,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke. 

5  ILomax,  Dig.  200. 

s  Wilkins  v.  Stephens,  1  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  C.  431;  Groves  v.  Groves,  3  Y.  &  J. 
170. 

1"  Marshal  v.  Crutwell,  20  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  328,  per  Jessel,  M.  R.j  44  L.  J., 
Ch.  504,-  S.  C. 

"  3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  257—260;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1201,  n. ;  Lench  v.  Lench,  10 
Ves.  517;  3  Law  Mag.  131—139;  4  Kent,  Com.  305;  Boyd  v.  M'Lean,  1  Johns., 
Ch.  R.  582;  Pritchard  v.  Brown,  4  New  Hamps.  307;  Goodwin  v.  Hubbard,  15 
Mass.  218,  n.  by  Mr.  Rand. 

"  3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  256,  257. 
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tertaining  such  a  doubt.  ^  As  a  resulting  trust  may  be  established 
by  parol  evidence,  it  may  also,  notwithstanding  the  statute,  be  re- 
butted by  the  same  species  of  proof;  and,  therefore,  parol  evidence 
will  be  admitted  to  prove  the  purchaser's  intention,  that  the  person 
to  whom  the  conveyance  was  made  should  take  beneficially.^  Nay, 
if  the  circumstances  be  such  as  to  render  it  probable  that  a  gift  was 
really  intended,  the  presumption  of  a  resulting  trust  may  be  effect- 
ually rebutted  even  by  the  sole  testimony  of  the  party  interested  in 
supporting  the  gift.' 

§,  1019.  §  4  of  the  same  statute,* — ^which,  like  §  1,  as  before  J  931 
stated,*  would  seem  to  be  inapplicable  to  deedsj'^enacts,  that  no 
action  shall  be  brought  whereby  to  charge  any  executor  or  adminis- 
trator upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  damages  out  of  his  own 
estate;  or  any  person  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the 
debt,  default,  or .  miscarriage  of  another;  or  upon  any  agreement 
made  in  consideration  of  marriage;  or  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning 
them;  or  upon  any  agreement  that  is  not  to  be  performed  within 
one  year  from  the  making  thereof;  unless  the  agreement,  upon 
which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing, .  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully 
authorised.' 

§  1020.  §  .17'  also  enacts,  that  no  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,    j  933 
wares,  or  merchandise,  for   the  price  of  ten  pounds  or  upwards, 


1  3  Law  Mag.  136—138;  Bartlett  v.  Pickersgill,  4  East,  577,  n.,  per 
Henley,  L.  K. 

^  3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  260;  Edwards  «.  Edwards,  2  Y.  &  C,  Ex.  R.  123;  Brady 
V.  Cubitt,  1  Doug.  31,  39;  Beecher  v.  Major,  2  Drew.  &  Sm.  431;  Goodright  v. 
Hodges,  "Watk,  Copyh.  227;  2  East,  534,  n. 

'  Fowkesj).  Pascoe,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  367,  per  Lds.' Js.;  10  LawEep.,  Ch.  Ap. 
343,  S.  C. 

'  29  C.  2,  c.  3;  §  7  of  7  W.  3,  c.  12,  It.,  corresponds  with.this  sect. 

'  Ante,  ?  1001.  «  Cherry  v.  Heming,  4  Ex.  E.  631. 

'  As  to  the  meaning  of  these  last  words,  see  Norris  v.  Cooke,  30  Law  Times, 
224,  in  Ir.  Ex.;  Smith  v.  Webster,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  528,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  overrul- 
ing S.  C.  id.  430;  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  D.  49,  S.  C. 

»  I  21  of  7  W.  3,  0.  12,  Ir.,  corresponds  with  this  sect. 
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shall  be  good,  unless  the  buyer  shall  except  part  of  the  goods, 
and  actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest  to  bind  the 
bargain,  or  in  part  payment;  or  unless  "  some  note  or  memorandum 
in  \jrriting  of  the  said  bargain  be  made  and  signed  by  the  parties'  to 
be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  their  agents  ^  thereunto  lawfully 
authorised."  This  last  enactment  is  extended  by  Lord  Tenterden's 
Act,^  "  to  all  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods  of  the  value  of  ten 
pounds  and  upwards,  notwithstanding  the  goods  may  be  intended  to 
be  delivered  at  some  future  time,  or  may  not  at  the  time  of  such 
contract  be  actually  made,  procured,  or  provided,  or  fit  or  ready  for 
delivery,  or  some  act  may  be  requisite  for  the  making  or  complet- 
ing thereof,  or  rendering  the  same  fit  for  delivery." 

§  1021.  Though  the  language  of  §  4,  relating  to  sales  of  lands,  §  933 
Taries  in  some  trifling  respects  from  that  used  in  §  17  respecting  . 
sales  of  goods,  the  meaning  is  substantially  the  same  in  both 
sections;*  and  in  order  to  satisfy  either,  the  consideration  for  the 
agreement  in  the.one  case,  and  for  the  bargain^  in  the  other,  must, 
— except  in  the  case  of  a  special  promise  made  by  one  person  to 
answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,* — appear 
expressly  or  impliedly  in  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged, 
or  by  his  agent.     This  rule  applies,  not  only  to  bargains  for  the  sale  of 


'  A.  sjgned  a  contract  to  buy  a  ship  of  B.  B.  altered  the  contract,  signed 
it  and  returned  it  to  A.,  who  thereupon  assented  by  parol  to  the  alteration, 
but  did  not  re-sign  the  document.  Ufeld,  that  the  statute  was  satisfied. 
Steward  v.  Eddowes,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.  204  ;  9  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  311,  S.  C. 
Sed  qu. 

"  One  party  to  a  contract  cannot  sign  the  name  of  the  other  as  his  agent, 
so  as  to  bind  him  within  the  statute  ;  Sharman  v.  Brandt,  6  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B. 
720,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  40  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  312,  S.  C.  Neither,  in  the  absence  of 
express  authority,  can  the  vendor's  traveller  sign  the  bargain  in  pur- 
chaser's name  as  his  agent.  Murphy  v.  Boese,  44  L.  J.,  Ex.  40  ;  10  Law 
Rep.,  Ex.  126,  S.  C.     See  post,  §  1109. 

'  9  Gr.  4,  c.  14,  ?  7.  This  Act  also  extends  the  similar  enactment  con- 
tained in  ?  21  of  7  "W.  3,  c.  12,  Ir. 

♦  Kenworthy  v.  Schofield,  2  B.   &  C.  947,  per  Bayley,  J. 

^  Egerton  v.  Mathews,  6  East,  307,  may  appear  at  variance  with  this  rule, 
but  the  bargain  there,  like  all  bargains  for  the  purchase  of  goods,  imported 
consideration  on  the  face  of  it.  See  per  Park,  J.,  in  Jenkins ».  Reynolds,  3 
B.  &  B.  21 ;  and  Hunt  v.  Adams,  5  Mass.  360,  361. 

«  19  &  20  v.,  c.  97,  I  3,  cited  post,  ?  1030. 
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goods,  to  agreement^  upon  consideration  of  marriage,'  to  contracts 
for  the  sale  or  lease  of  lands,  and  to  agreements  not  to  be  performed 
within  a  year;''  but  also  to  special  promises  made  by  executors  or 
administrators  to  answer  damages  out  of  their  own  estate.  The 
judges  have  established  this  doctrine  with  the  view  of  effectuating 
the  object  of  the  statute;  but  those  who  have  watched  its  operation' 
cannot  fail  to  have  observed,  that,  instead  of  preventing,  it  has  in- 
creased to  a  great  extent,  the  commission  of  fraud.  Many  of  the 
States  of  America,'  influenced  by  these  considerations,  have  repu- 
diated the  rule  as  highly  impolitic;  and  hopes  may  reasonably  be 
entertained  that,  ere  long,  the  Legislature  of  this  country  will  adopt 
similar  views. 

§  1022.  At  present,  however,  the  rule  prevails  in  full  force  both  j  934 
in  England  and  in  Ireland,  the  only  recognised  qualification  of  it 
being  that  the  consideration  need  not  be  stated  on  the  face  of  the 
written  memorandum  in  express  terms ;  but  that  it  will  suffice  if  it 
can  be  collected,  not  indeed  by  mere  conjecture  however  plausible,* 
but  by  fair  and  reasonable,  if  not  necessary,  intendment  from  the 
whole  tenor  of  the  writing.^ 


'  See  Saunders  v.  Cramer,  3  Dru.  &  War.  87. 

2  Lees  V.  WMtcomb,  5  Bing.  34  ;  2  M.  &  P.  86,  S.  C. ;  Sykes  v.  Dixon,  9 
A.  &  E.  693 ;  1  P.  &  D.  463,  S.  C. ;  Sweet  v.  Lee,  3  M.  &  Gr.  466. 

^  For  example,  the  rule  was  rejected  in  Massachusetts,*  by  the  whole 
court,  upon  great  consideration,  in  Packard  v.  Richardson,  17  Mass.  122, 
and  this  decision  has  been  upheld*by  the  Legislature  of  that  State ;  the 
revised  stat.  c.  74,  J  2,  providing,  that  the  consideration  of  the  promise, 
contract,  or  agreement,  need  not  be  set  forth  in  the  writing  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith,  but  may  be  proved  by  any  other  legal  evi- 
dence. So  the  rule  is  rejected  in  Maine,  Levy  v.  Merrill,  4  Greenl.  180 ; 
in  Connecticut,  Sage  v.  Wilcox,  6  Conn.  81  ;  in  New  Jersey,  Buckley  v. 
Beardsley,  2  South.  570  ;  in  North  Carolina,  Miller  v.  Irvine,  1  Dever.  &  B. 
103  ;  and  in  South  Carolina,  Fyler  v.  Givens,  Riley,  Law  Cas.  56,  62  ;  see,  also, 
Violet  V.  Patton,  6  Cranch,  142  ;  Taylor  v.  Ross,  3  Yerg.  330  ;  3  Kent,  Com.  122. 

*  Hawes  d.  Armstrong,  1  Bing,  N.  C.  765,  766,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  James  y. 
"Williams,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1109,  per  Patt«son,  J.;  Raikes  v.  Todd,  8  A.  &  E.  855, 
856,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

^  Joint  v.  Mortyn,  2  Fox  &  Sm.  4  ;  Saunders  v.  Cramer,  3  Dm.  &  "War. 
87  ;  Price  v.  Richardson,  15  M.  &  W.  540  ;  Caballero  v.  Slater,  14  Com.  B. 
300. 


*  Gr.  Ev.  §  268,  n. 
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§  1023.  Before  leaving  the  subject  of  the  consideration  for  a  5  935 
promise,  it  may  be  observed  generally,  that  whether  it  be  express 
or  implied,  it  must  move  from  the  plaintiff,  and  be  such  as  he  has 
the  means  of  performing  or  causing  to  be  performed;  and  more- 
over, it  must  not  be  contaminated  with  any  illegal,  fraudulent,  or 
immoral  transaction,  or  contravene  any  rule  of  the  common  or 
statute  law;  but,  subject  to  these  restrictions,  any  act  of  the  plaintiflp 
from  which  the  defendant  or  a  stranger  derives  a  benefit  or  advan- 
tage, or  any  labour,  detriment,  or  disadvantage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff,  however  small  may  be  the  benefit  on  the  one  hand,  or  the 
inconvenience  on  the  other,  is  a  sufficient  cbnsideration,  if  such  act 
be  performed,  or  such  inconvenience  be  suffered,  by  the  plaintiff, 
with  the  consent,  express  or  implied,  of  the  defendant,  or  in  the 
language  of  pleading,  at  his  special  instance  and  request.' 

§  1024.  It  is  further  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  written  docn-  ^  936 
ment,  that  all  the  material  terms  of  the  contract,''  and  the  promise,' 
should  be  stated  therein,  either  directly  or  by  reference.''  For  ex- 
ample, an  agreement  for  a  lease  must  contain  all  the  essential  terms 
of  the  lease;  and  therefore,  if  the  court  cannot  discover  from  it  at 
what  date  the  tenancy  is  to  commence,  the  document  will  be  re- 
jected as  not  satisfying  the  requirements  of  the  statute.*  Still  any 
memorandum  will  suffice,  which,  employing  mere  general  language, 
without  condescending  to  minute  particulars,  contains  all  that  leads 
to  future  certainty.  For  instance,  if  a  man  undertakes  in  writing 
to  purchase  a  particular  article  at  a  named  price,  this  will  satisfy 
the  statute,  though  it  be  agreed  at  the  same  time  that  the  article  in 
question  shall  have  some  alteration  or  addition  made  to  it  before 
delivery."      So,  when  an  auctioneer  had    signed  a  memorandum, 

1  Selw.  N.  H.  43   et    seq. ;    2  Wms.    Saund.  137g— ISTk,  and  cases  there 
collected. 

^  Archer  D.  Baynes,  5  Ex.  R.  625;  Wood  v.  Midgley,  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G. 
41;  Holmes  v.  Mitchell,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  301;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  361,  S.  C. 

'  Carroll  v.  Cowell,  1  Jebb  &  Sy.  43;   Morgan  v.   Sykes,   cited  In  argument 
in  Coats  v.  Chaplin,  3  Q.  B.  486. 

'  *  "  I  admit  that  an  agreement  is  not  perfect,  unless  in  the  body  of  it,  or 
by  necessary  inference,  it  contains  the  names  of  the  two  contracting  parties, 
the  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  the  consideration,  and  the  promise,"  per 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Laythoarp  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  742. 

5  Marshall  v.  Berridge,  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  329. 

«  Sari  V.  Bourdillon,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  78;  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  188,  S.  C. 
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acknowledging  the  receipt  from  A.  B.  of  211.  as  deposit  on  property 
belonging  to  C.  D.,  purchased  at  4202.  on  a  certain  day  at  a  named 
place,  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  description  of  a  house  that  had 
been  sold  by  auction,  parol  evidence  being  admissible  to  identify 
the  particular  premises.'  Again,  if  a  party  agrees  to  pay  rent  for 
a  certain  farm  at  a  specified  sum  per  acre,^  or,  in  consideration 
of  forbearance,  to  pay  for  all  goods  supplied  to  a  third  party 
during  the  antecedent  month,  or  even  to  liquidate  hia  debt,  the 
written  memorandum  need  not  specify  the  number  of  the  acres, 
the  quantity  of  the  goods,  or  the  amount  of  the  debt;  because  each 
of  these  facts  is  capable  of  being  ascertained  with  certainty  by  sub- 
sequent inquiry.'  If  it  be  contended,  that  in  the  last  instance 
given  the  memorandum  is  insufficient,  as  two  or  more  debts  may 
be  owing  from  a  third  party,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  which  of 
these  the  writing  applies,  the  answer  is  clear; — namely,  that  the 
court  will  not  presume  the  existence  of  more  debts  than  one,  but 
will  call  upon  the  party  impeaching  the  document  to  furnish  proof 
of  that  fact,  and,  consequently,  in  the  absence  of  such  proof,  the 
maxim,  de  non  apparentibus  et  de  non  existentibus  eadem  est  ratio, 
will  be  held  to  apply.*  Again,  the  omission  of  the  particular  mode  ^ 
or  time  of  payment,  or  even  of  the  price  itself,  does  not  necessarily 
invalidate  a  contract  of  sale;^  and  a  written  order  for  goods  "on 
moderate  terms"  will  satisfy  the  statute,'  though,  if  a  specific  price 
be  agreed  upon,  it  must  be  mentioned  in  the  contract.'  Where  the 
memorandum  of  a  contract  was  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
for  omitting  all  reference  to  the  price,  the  court  allowed  the 
plaintiff  to  rely  on  part  performance  of  the  contract,  and  then  to 


'  Shardlow  v.  Cotterill,  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  353,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.,  20  Ch.  D. 
90,  S.  C. 

''  Shannon  v.  Bradstieet,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  73,  per  Ld.  Eedesdale. 

'  Bateman  v.  PHllips,  15  East,  272;  Shortrede  v.  Cheek.  1  A.  &  E.  58,  60; 
BleaWey  v.  Smith,  11  Sim.  150.     See  post,  1 1030. 

*  SheltoQ  V.  Braithwaite,  7  M.  &  W.  437,  438;  Shortrede  v.  Cheek,  1  A.  & 
E.  57;  Dobell  v.  Hutchinson,  3  A.  &  E.  371;  Powell  v.  Dillon,  2  Ball  &  B. 
420;  Spickernell  v.  Hotham,  1  Kay,  669. 

*  Sari  V.  Bourdillon,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  78;  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  188,  S.  C. 
«  Valpy  V.  Gihson,  4  Com.  B.  864,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. 

'  Ashcroft  V.  Morrin,  4  M.  &  Gr.  450. 

'  Elmore  v.  Kingscote,  5  B.  &  C.  583;  8  D.  &  E.  343,  S.  C;  Goodman  v. 
Griifiths,  1  H.  &  N.  574. 
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establish  by  parol  evidence  the  price  on  which  the  parties  had 
verbally  agreed.' 

§  1025.  The  names  of  both  contracting  parties  must  also  be  ^  036a 
specified,  either  nominally,  or  by  description,  or  by  reference,  in 
the  memorandum,'  though  on  this  point  the  courts  show  little 
inclination  to  enforce  any  strict  rule.  For  instance,  in  two 
sales  of  land  by  auction,  where  the  particulars  stated  that  the 
property  was  put  up  for  sale  "  by  direction  of  the  proprietor,"  the 
requirements  of  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  were  held  to  be  satisfied, 
so  far  as  the  description  of  the  vendor  was  concerned; "  and  the 
same  point  has  been  ruled  on  two  other  occasions,  in  one  of  which 
the  vendor  was  simply  described  as  "  the  executor  of  Admiral  P.,"  * 
and  in  the  other  as  "  a  trustee  selling  under  a  trust  for  sale."  ^  In 
a  fifth  case,  however,  the  late  Master  of  the  Eolls  was  constrained 
to  decide  that  the  mere  term  "  vendor  "  was  not  of  itself  a  sufficient 
description  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties."  In  a  case,  which 
turned  on  the  17th  section  of  the  Act,  where  the  defendant,  having 
purchased  various  articles  in  the  plaintifp's  shop,  signed  his  name 
and  address  in  the  "  Order-book,"  at  the  head  of  an  entry  which 
specified  the  articles  and  the  prices,  the  statute  was  held  to  be 
satisfied,  as  the  plaintiff's  name  was  printed  on  the  fly  leaf  of  the 
book,  and  the  defendant  might  have  seen  it  had  he  looked  for  it.' 

1  Jeffcott  V.  North  Brit.  Oil., Co.,  I.  E.,  8  C.  L.  17. 

^  Champion  v.  Plummer,  1  N.  E.  252;  Vandenhergh  v.  Spooner,  1  Law  Eep., 
Ex.  316;  35  L.  J.,  Ex.  201;  and  4  H.  &  C.  519,  S.  C;  Williams  ».  Byrnes, 

2  New  R.  47,  per  Pr.  C;  1  Moo.  P.  C,  N.  S.  154,  S.C.;  Warner  v.  Willington, 

3  Drew.  523;  Wheeler  v.  Collier,  M.  &  M.  125,  per  Ld.  Teuterden;  Skelton 
V.  Cole,  4  De  Gex  &  J.  587;  Williams  v.  Lake,  29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  1;  2  E.  &  E. 
349,  S.  C;  Newell  v.  Eadford,  37  L.  J.,  C.  P.  1;  3  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  52,  S.  C; 
Boyce  v.  Green,  Batty,  R.  608;  Williams  v.  Jordan,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  681,  per 
Jessel,  M.  E.;  L.  E.,  6  Ch.  D.  517,  S.  C. 

^  Eossiter  v.  Miller,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  228,  per  Jessel,  M.  E. ;  affirmed  as  to  this 
point  by  Ct.  of  App.,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  D.  648,  657,  658;  and  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  737; 
and  by  Dom.  Proc,  L.  R.,  3  App.  Cas.  1124,  and  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  10;  Sale  v. 
Lambert,  18  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  1,  per  Jessel,  M.  R.;  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  470,  S.  C. 
See,  also,  Commins  v.  Scott,  20  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  11;  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  563,  S.  C. 

*  Hood  v.  Ld.  Barrington,  6  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  218. 

5  Catling  V.  King,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  384,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  D.  660,  S.  C. 

«  Potter  V.  Duffield,  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  4;  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  472,  S.  C.  See 
Thomas  v.  Brown,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  714;  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  811,  S.  C. 

'  Sari  V.  Beurdillon,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  78;  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  188. 
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§  1026.^  The  written  evidence  required  by  this  and  similar  §  937 
statutes,  need  not  be  comprised  in  a  single  document,  or  be  drawn 
up  in  any  particular  form ;  but  it  will  suffice  if  the  contract  can 
be  plainly  made  out  in  all  its  terms  from  any  writings  of  the  party, 
or  even  from  his  correspondence.^  Nay,  a  signed  letter  will  be 
sufficient,  though  it  does  not  contain  in  itself  any  one  of  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  if  it  distinctly  refers  to  and  recognises  any  writing 
which  does  contain  them  all:*  for,  in  such  case  the  well-known  / 

maxim  of  law,  "  verba  illata  inesse  videntur,"  will  be  held  to  apply.* 
A  written  memorandum,  however,  which  in  any  material  point 
differs  from  the  terms  of  the  verbal  contract,  or  which  either  intro- 
duces any  new  term,  or  leaves  any  material  term  open  to  doubt,' 
will  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  statute.'  Neither  will  a 
letter  suffice,  which,  instead  of  ratifying,  repudiates  the  written  but 
unsigned  contract  relied  on ; '  though,  if  the  letter  itself  enumerates 
all  the  essential  terms  of  the  bargain,  it  will  be  sufficient,  notwith- 
standing it  may  also  contain  some  reason  for  the  non-acceptance  of 

1  Gr.  Ev.  I  268,  in  part. 

2  See  ghardlow  v.  Cotterill,  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  353,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  20  L.  R., 
Ch.  D.  90,  S.  C;  affirming  on  this  point,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  613;  L.  E.,  Ch.  D. 
280,  S.  C,  per  Kay,  J. 

^  Allen  V.  Bennet,  3  Taunt.  169;  Jackson  v.  Lowe,  1  Bing.  9;  Phillimore 
V.  Barry,  1  Camp.  513,  per  Ld.  EllenborQUgh;  Warner  d.  Willington,  25  L.  J., 
Ch.  662;  3  Drew.  523,  S.  C;  Skelton  v.  Cole,  4  De  Gex  &  J.  587. 

*  Dobell  -u.  Hutchinson,  3  A.  &  E.  355,  371;  5  N.  &  M.  251,  260,  S.  C; 
Jones  V.  Victoria  Graving  Dock  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  219;  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  D. 
314,  S.  C;  Gibson  v.  Holland,  35  L.  J.,  C.  P.  5;  1  H.  &  R.  1,  S.  C;  and  1 
Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  1;  Macrory  v.  Scott,  5  Ex.  R.  907;  Ridgway  ti.  Wharton,  3 
De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  677;  6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  238,  S.  C.  ;  1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  171; 
Baumann  v.  James,  3  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  508;  Long  v.  Millar,  48  L.  J.,  Q. 

B.  596,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.  4  C.  P.  D.  450,  S.  C;  Cave  v.  Hastings,  L. 
R.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  125;  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  575,  S.  C;  Crane  v.  Powell,  38  L.  J.,  M. 

C.  43;  4  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  123,  S.  C.  See  post,  I  1061.  See,  also,  Stanley  r. 
Dowdeswell,  10  Law  Rep.  C.  P.  102,  where  the  court  was  unusually  astute  in 
suggesting  reasons  why  an  answer  to  a  letter  should  not  be  regarded  as  a 
sufficient  acceptance  of  an  offer. 

*  See  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Llewellyn  v.  Ld.  Jersey,  11  M.  &  W.  189. 

*  Hussey  v.  Horne-Payne,  L.  E.,  4  App.  Cas.  311,  per  Dom.  Proc. :  S.  C,  48 
L.  J.,  Ch.  846;  S.  C,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  670,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  47  L.  J.,  Ch. 
751,  S.  C,  nom.  Hussey  v.  Payne.  There  a  proposal  to  sell  was  accepted, 
"sub.iect  to  the  title  being  approved."     Held  no  sufficient  acceptance. 

'  Mahalen  v.  Dublin  &  Chap.  Distil.  Co.,  I.  R.,  11  C.  L.  83. 

*  Archer  ii.  Baynes.  5  Ex.  E.  625;  Richards  v.  Porter,  6  B.  &  C.  437; 
Cooper  V.  Smith,  15  East,  103.  See  Goodman  11.  Griffiths,  1  H.  &  N.  574; 
Jackson  v.  Oglander,  2  Hem.  &  M.  465. 
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the  goods,  which  form  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract.'  It  is 
now  settled  law  that  a  simple  acceptance  by  letter  of  a  written  offer 
to  purchase  may  constitute  a  contract  to  sell,  although  it  refers  to 
the  preparation  of  a  more  formal  contract;  unless,  indeed,  the 
reference  be  expressed  in  such  language  as  to  indicate  an  intention 
not  to  be  bound  by  the  bargain  until  the  formal  instrument  be  duly 
executed.''  Still,  the  entire  contract  must  be  collected  from  the 
writings; '  verbal  testimony  not  being  admissible  to  supply  any 
defects  or  omissions  in  the  written  evidence.*  For  the  policy  of 
the  statute  is  to  prevent  fraud  and  perjury,  by  taking  all  the 
enumerated  transactions  out  of  the  reach  of  any  verbal  testimony. 
But,  though  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  alter  the  terms 
of  the  written  contract,  or  to  supply  any  omissions  in  it,  such 
evidence  may  be  admitted  to  show  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made,^  or  to  identify  any  plans  or  other 
documents  or  things  referred  to  in  the  contract;'  as  also  to  explain 

1  Bailey  v.  Sweeting,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  150;  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  843,  S.  C; 
Wilkinson  v.  Evans,  35  L.  J.,  C.  P.  224;  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  407;  and  1  H.  & 
E.  552,  S.  C;  Buxton  v.  Eust,  41  L.  J.,  Ex.  1;  7  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  1,  S.  C; 
7  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  279,  and  41  L.  J.,  Ex.  173,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  Leather  Cloth 
Co.  V.  Hieronimus,  10  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  140;  44  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  54,  S.  C.  See 
Mundy  v.  Asprey,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  216,  per  Fry,  J.;  S.  C,  nom.  Munday  v. 
Asprey,  L.  E.,  13  Ch.  D.  855.  See  Elliott  v.  Dean,  1  Cab.  &  El.  283,  per 
Smith,  J. 

''  Bonnewell  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  D.  70,  per  Ct.  of  App.  ;  47  L.  J.,  Ch. 
758,  S.  C.  ;  Crossley  v.  Maycock,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  379;  S.  C.  18  Law  Eep.,  Eq. 
180,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.  ;  Eossiter  v.  Miller,  L.  E.,  5  Ch.  D.  648;  46  L.  J.,  Ch. 
737,  S.  C.  ;  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc,  L.  E.,  3  App.  Cas.  1124;  and  48  L.  J.,  Ch. 
10;  Brien  v.  Swainson,  1  L.  E.,  Ir.  135;  Lewis  v.  Brass,  L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  D. 
666,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

'  See  Chinnock  v.  Lady  Ely,  4  De  Gex,  J.  &  S.  638,  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  court  below  as  reported  in  2  Hem.  &  M.  220  ;  Winn  v.  Bull,  47  L.  J. , 
Ch.  139,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.  ;  L.  E.,  7  Ch.  D.  29,  S.  C;  Eishton  v.  Whatmore, 
L.  E.,  8Ch.  D.  467,  per  Hall,  V.  C;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  629,  S.  C. ;  Dolling  v. 
Evans,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  474;  Nesham  v.  Selby,  13  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  191,  per  Ld. 
Eomilly,  M.  E.;  7  Law  Eep..  Ch.  Ap.  406;  and  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  551,  per  Lds. 
Js.,  S.  C;  Peirce  v.  Corf,  9  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  210;  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  52,  S.  C. 

*  Boydellu.  Drummond,  11  East,  142;  2  Camp.  163,  S.  C;  Cox  ».  Middle- 
ton,  2  Drew.  209;  Eidgwaiy  v.  Wharton,  3  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  677;  Caddick 
V.  Skidmore,  2  De  Gex  &  J.  56,  per  Ld.  Cranworth,  Ch.;  27  L.  J.,  Ch.  153, 
S.  C;  Fitzmaurice  v.  Bayley,  8  E.  &  B.  664,  in  Ex.  Ch.;  S.  C,  in  Dom.  Proc, 
9  H.  of  L.  Cas.  78;  Clarke  v.  Fuller,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  24;  2  Kent.  Com. 
511;  Eob.  on  Frauds,  121;  Parkhurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  1  Johns.  Ch.  E.  280 
—282;  Abeel  v.  Eadcliff,  13  Johns.  297. 

*  Sweet  V.  Lee,  3  M.  &  Gr.  466,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

«  Horsfall  v.  Hodges,  2  Coop.  115,  per  Sir.  J.  Leach;  Cave  v.  Hastings,  L. 
E.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  125;  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  275,  S.  C. 
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the  language  employed,'  or,  it  seems,  even  to  fix  the  date  at  which 
it  was  committed  to  writing.^ 

§  .1027.  Again,  it  does  not  signify  to  whom  the  memorandum 
which  states  the  terms  of  the  agreement  is  addressed,  because  the 
memorandum  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  the  contract,  but  merely 
to  furnish  satisfactory  proof  of  it.  A  letter,  therefore,  addressed  to 
a  third  party,^  or  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  Chancery  under  the  old 
forms  of  pleading,  or  an  affidavit  in  any  legal  proceeding,*  or  written 
and  signed  instructions  given  to  a  telegraph  clerk  for  transmission,^ 
or  the  minutes  of  a  board  meeting,  signed  by  the  Chairman;  ^  will 
suffice,  provided  the  documents  sufficiently  refer  to  the  terms  of 
the,  original  verbal  promise;  and  even,  where  the  party  to  be 
charged  had  attested  a  deed  which  recited  the  oral  agreement,  this 
was  held  to  be  sufficient,  as  it  appeared  that  in  fact  he  knew  of  the 
recital.'  But  a  written  memorandum,  made  after  the  action  is 
brought,  will  not  satisfy  the  statute.* 

§  1028.  The  place  of  signature  is  also  immaterial,  as  the  statute 
does  not  require  that  the  writing  should  be  subscribed  by  the  party 
to  be  charged,  but  merely  that  it  should  be  signed.  If,  therefore, 
a  party  inserts  his  name,  either  at  the  beginning,  or  in  the  body,  of 
a  document,  for  the  purpose  of  authenticating  or  governing  every 
part  pf  it,  this  will  be  equally  valid  with  a  signature  at  the  foot;' 

1  Sweet «.  Lee,  3  M.  &  Gr.  452.  See  Waldrpn  v.  Jacob,  I.  E.,  5  Eq.  131, 
where  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  what  "this  place  "  meant. 

2  Edmunds  u.  Downes,  2  C.  &  M.  459;  Hartley  v.  Wharton,  11  A.  &  E. 
934;  3  P.  &  D.  529,  S.  C. ;  Lobb  v.  Stanley,  5  Q.  B.  574. 

'  Longfellow  V.  Williams,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  225,  per  Lawrence,  J. ;  Eose  v. 
Cunynghame,  11  Ves.  550,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke;  3  Atk.  503;  2  Ch.  E.  147; 
1  Vern.,  110;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  272;  Gibson  v.  Holland,  35  L.  J.,  C.  P.  5;  1 
H.  &  E.  1,  S.  C;  andl  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  1. 

*  Barkworth  v.  Young,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  153,  158,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C. 

'  Godwin  v.  Francis,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  121;  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  295,  S.  C. 

6  Jones  V.  Victoria  Graving  Dock  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  219;  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  D. 
3l4,  S.  C. 

'  Welford  v.  Beezley,  1  Ves.  Sen.  6;  1  Wils.  118,  S.  C. 

8  Bill  «.  Bament,  9  M.  &  W.  36. 

"  Caton  v.  Caton,  2  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  127;  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  886,  in  Dom.  Proc, 
S.  C. ;  Lobb  v.  Stanley,  5  Q.  B.  574,  583_;  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W. 
659,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Durrell  v.  Evans,  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  337;  1  H.  &  C.  174, 
S.  C. ;  Knight  v.  Crockford,  1    Esp.   190,   193,  per  Eyre,  C.  J.  ;   Lemayne  v. 
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though  in  these  cases  it  will  always  be  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  the  party,  not  having  signed  it  regularly  at  the  foot,  meant 
to  be  bound  by  it  as  it  stood,  or  whether  it  was  left  so  unsigned 
because  he  refused  to  complete  it."  Where  an  agreement,  drawn 
up  by  the  secretary  of  one  of  the"  contracting  parties,  contained  the 
names  of  both  parties  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  but  concluded 
"  As  witness  our  hands,"  and  no  signatures  were  subscribed,  the 
court  held  that  the  statute  was  not  satisfied,  as  it  was  obviously  in- 
tended that  the  agreement  should  not  be  perfect  till  the  names  were 
added  at  the  foot.^ 


§  1029.  With  respect  to  the  mode  of  signature,  it  matters  not  i  940 
whether  the  Christian  name  be  set  out  at  length  or  denoted  by  the 
initial,  or  omitted  altogether;^  but  it  seems  that  the  surname  must 
be  written  at  length,  and  that  if  the  letter  be  signed  by  the  mere 
initials  of  the  party,*  or  if  it  be  subscribed,  without  signature,  "  by 
your  affectionate  mother,"  ^  or  the  like,  it  will  not  suffice.  A 
printed  signature  has  been  held  sufficient  where  the  party  to  be 
charged  had  written  other  parts  of  the  memorandum,  or  had  done 
other  acts  amounting  to  a  recognition  of  his  printed  name.' 
Perhaps  even  a  telegram,  sent  in  the  usual  way  by  the  party  to  be 
charged,  and  containing  his  name,  would  satisfy  the  Act,  on  the 
sensible  ground  that  justice  must  adapt  itself  to  the  altered  habits 
of  the  day.'  Again,  it  is  unnecessary  that  the  agreement  or  memo- 
randum should  be  signed  by  both  parties ;  for  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
only  requires  that  it  should  be  signed  "  by  the  party  to  be  charged 
therewith,"  that  ie,  by  the  defendant,  against  whom  the  performance 
or  damages  are  demanded.*     If  it  be  said  that,  unless  the  plaintiff 

Stanley,  3  Lev.   1  ;  Ogilvie  v.   Foljambe,  3  Mer.  53  ;  Saunderson  v.  Jackson, 

2  B.  &  P.  238,  per  Ld.  Eldon  ;  Hammersley  v.  Baron  de  Biel,  12  CI.  &  Fin. 
63,  perLd.  Cottenham  ;  Holmes  v.  Mackrell,  3  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  789  ;  Bleakley 
V.  Smith,  11  Sim.  150.     See  post,  ?  1075. 

'  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W.  659,  per  Ld.  Ahinger. 

'  Hubert  v.  Treherne,  3  M.  &  Gr.  743 ;  4  Scott,  N.  E.  486,  S.  C. 

3  Lobb  V.  Stanley,  5  Q.  B.  574,  581  ;  Ogilvie  v.  Fojambe,  3  Mer.  53. 

*  Hubert  v.   Moreau,  2  C.  &  P.  528  ;  12  Moore,  216,  S.  C;  Sweet  v.  Lee, 

3  M.  &  Gr.  452,  460.  *  Selby  v.  Selby,  3  Mer.  2,  per  Sir  "W.  Grant. 
"  Schneider  v.  Norris,  2  M.  &  Sel.  286  ;  Saunderson  v.  Jackson,  2  B.  &  P. 

238  ;  Tourret  v.  Cripps,  48  L.  J.,  567,  Ch. 

'  Godwin  v.  Francis,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  121 ;  5  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  295,  S.  C. 

*  Laythoarp  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  735  ;  8  Scott,  238,  S.  C. ;   Liverpool 
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also  signs,  there  is  a  want  of  mutuality,  the  answer  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  it  in  his  power  to  require  the  plaintiff's  signature ;  and 
that,  if  he  has  not  done  so,  it  is  '  his  own  fault.  Even  a  written 
and  signed  proposal  accepted  by  parol  will  be  suflScient,^  provi4ed 
the  offer  be  accepted  in  its  entirety.^ 

§  1030.  Having  made  these  general  observations,  which  will  be  ?  941 
found  to  apply,  not  only  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  but  to  most,  if 
not  all,  of  the  Acts  that  render  documentary  proof  necessary, 
it  will  be  convenient  to  notice  briefly  such  of  the  transactions 
enumerated  in  §§  4  and  17  of  the  Act  of  Charles  the  Second,  as 
seem  to  require  explanation.  And  first  as  to  guarantees.*  The 
law  with  respect  to  these  instruments  has  been  materially  altered 
by  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act  of  1856.*  Prior  to  th^ 
29th  of  July  in  that  year,°  a  guarantee,  —like  other  agreements, 
which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires  to  be  in  writing,' — was  deemed 
invalid,  unless  the  consideration  for  the  promise  was  set  forth  in 
the  document,  or  at  least  could  be  implied  from  the  language  used. 
But  that  rule, — as  was  pointed  out  in  the  second  edition  of  this 
work,* — caused  such  gross  injustice  to  be  perpetrated,  especially  in 
the  County  Courts,  that  the  attention  of  Parliament  was  at  length 
directed  to  the  matter.     A  clause  was  consequently  inserted  in  the 

Borough  Bk.  v.  Eccles,  4  H.  &  N.  139  ;  Seton  v.  Slade,  7  Ves.  275,  per  Ld. 
Eldon ;  Egerton  v.  Mathews,  6  East,  307  ;  Allen  v.  Bermet,  3  Taunt.  169. 
The  last  two  cases  were  decisions  on  §  17,  which  uses  the  word  parlies.  These 
cases  overruled  the  dicta  of  Ld.  Redesdale  and  Sir  T.  Plumer  in  Lawrenson  v. 
Butler,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  13  ;  and  O'Rourke  v.  Pnrceval,  2  Ball  &  B.  58.  See  3 
M.  &  Gr.  462,  n.,  and  2  Kent,  Com.  510.  As  to  when  a  covenantee  may  sue 
for  a  breach  of  covenant,  although  he  has  not  executed  the  deed,  see 
Wetherell  v.  Langston,  1  Ex.  B.  634  ;  Pitman  v.  Woodbury,  3  Ex.  R.  4 ; 
Brit.  Emp.  Ass.  Co.  v.  Browne,  12  Com.  B.  723 ;  Morgan  v.  Pike,  14  Com. 
B.  473  ;  Swatman  v.  Ambler,  8  Ex.  R.  72. 

1  Laythoarp  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  743,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

'  Per  Cresswell,  J.,  in  Ashcroft  v.  Morrin,  4  M.  &  Gr.  451  ;  Watts  v.  Ains- 
worth,  3  Post.  &  Fin.  12 ;  1  H.  &  C.  83,  S.  C;  Smith  t;.  Neale,  2  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  67,  88  ;  Peek  v.  N.  Stafibrds.  Ry.  Co.,  29  L.  J.,  Q.  .B.  97,  in  Ex.  Ch.; 
Warner  v.  Willington,  3  Drew.  532;  Reuss  v.  Picksley,  1  Law  Rep.,  Ex. 
342  ;  35  L.  J.,  Ex.  218,  S.  C,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  4  H.  &  C.  588,  S.  C. 

'^  See  Forster  v.  Rowland,  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  396  ;  7  H.  &  N.  103,  S.  C. 

*  Guarantees  must  now  be  in  writing  under  the  Scotch  law.  See  19  &  20  V., 
c-  60,  §  6.  M9  &  20  v.,  c.  97. 

'  When  the  Act  passed.  '  Ante,  ^  1021.  8  §  933. 
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Act  just  cited,'  which  enacts,  that  "  no  special  promise  to  be  made 
by  any  person  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  to  answer  for  the 
debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another  person,  being  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person 
by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorised,  shall  be  deemed  invalid  to 
support  an  action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding  to  charge  the  person 
by  whom  such  promise  shall  have  been  made,  by  reason  only  that 
the  consideration  for  such  promise  does  not  appear  in  writing,  or 
by  necessary  inference  from  a  written  document."  This  provision, 
it  must  be  admitted,  is  not  very  artistically  drawn,  and,  among 
other  defects,  it  is  silent  as  to  what  consequences  would  result 
from  the  needless  insertion  in  the  memorandum  of  a  past  con- 
sideration, or  of  any  other  consideration  which  is  insufficient 
in  law.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  be  seen  whether,  in  this  event, 
the  courts  would  admit  parol  evidence  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
written  document,  and  to  show  that  the  real  consideration  for 
the  promise  was  other  than  that  stated.^  Moreover,  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind,  that,  although  parol  evidence  is  rendered  admis- 
sible by  the  statute  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  consideration, 
it  cannot  be  received  now,  any  more  than  formerly,  to  explain  the 
promise.'* 

§  1031.  In  administering  the  law  relating  to  guarantees,  one  of  §  941a 
the  main  difficulties  is  to  distinguish  between  original  and  collateral 
promises;  that  is,  between  cases  where,  though  goods  are  supplied 
to  a  third  party,  credit  is  given  solely  to  the  defendant,  and  cases 
where  the  person  for  whose  use  the  goods  are  furnished  is  pri- 
marily liable,  and  the  defendant  only  undertakes  to  pay  for  them 
in  the  event  of  the  other  party  making  default.*  As  this  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  it  is  seldom  possible  to  lay  down  any 


1  ?  3  of  the  Act. 

2  See  post,  §  1197,  ad  fin. 

»  Holmes  D.  Mitchell,  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  361. 

♦  Blrkmyr  v.  Darnell,  Salk.  27;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  262,  S.  C;  Forth  v.  Stanton, 
1  Wms.  Saund.  211  ar-211  e;  Barrett  v.  Hyndman,  3  Ir.  Law  R.  109;  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Dressier,  29  L.  J.,  C.  P.  113;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  374,  S.  C;  Mallett 
■V.  Bateman,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  530;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  243,  S.  C;  35  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
40,  in  Ex.  Ch.;  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  163;  and  1  H.  &  R.  109,  S.  C.  See  Orrell  v. 
Coppock,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  269., 
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precise  rule  of  construction,  though  the  courts  in  this  country,  as 
well  as  those  in  America,  have  held  that  agreements  by  factors  to 
sell  upon  del  credere  commission,  do  not  fall  within  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and,  consequently,  need  not  be 
in  writing.'  In  general,  however,  cases  of  this  kind,  must  separately 
be  determined  on  their  own  merits;^  it  being  remembered  that 
original  promises  will  be  valid,  though  verbally  made,'  while 
collateral  promises  must  be  in  writing,  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
statute.* 


§  1032.  As  the  promise  must,  in  the  words  of  the  Act,  be  one  i  942 
"  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,"*  the 
liability  of  that  other  must  continue  notwithstanding  the  promise, 
or  the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed  to  rely  on>  the  absence  of  a 
written  document.^  For  instance,  if  a  defendant,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  will  discharge  out  of  custody  his  debtor  taken  on 
a  ca.  sa.,  promises  to  pay  the  debt,  this  promise  need  not  be  in 
writing,  it  being  regarded  as  an  original  one;  because  the  moment 
the  debtor  is  discharged,  his  liability  is  at  an  end,  and  the  promisor 
of  the  defendant  cannot  take  effect  till  after  the  discharge.'  So, 
where  a  creditor  had  issued  execution  against  a  debtor,  but  sub- 
sequently it  was  arranged  with  the  assent  of  all  parties  that .  the 
debtor  should  convey  his  property  to  a  third  party,  who  thereupon 
undertook,  in  consideration  of  the  creditor  relinquishing  his  execu- 
tion, to  pay  the  amount  of  the  debt,  it  was  held  that  this  under- 
taking was  not  within  the  statute,  as  the  effect  of  the  arrangement 


'  Couturier  v.  Hastie,  8  Ex.  K.  40;  Wickham  v.  Wickham,  2  Kay  &  J.  478, 
per  Wood,  V.-C;  Wolff  v.  Koppell,  5  Hill,  N.  Y.  E:  458. 

2  1  Wms.  Saund.  211  b;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  262.  ' 

'  Unless  for  the  sale  of  goods  for  the  price  of  10?.  or  upwards.  See  ante,  f 
1020. 

*  See Mountstephen  v.  Lakeman,  39  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  275;  5  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B. 
613,  S.  C;  per  Ex.  Ch.,  41  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  67;  7  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  196,  S.  C;  and 
per  Dom.  Proc,  7  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  17;  and  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  188,  S.  C, 
nom.  Lakeman  I).  Mountstephen.  / 

^  As  to  the  meaning  of  these  words,  see  Macrory  v.  Scott,  5  Ex.  E.  907. 

«  SeeGulU'.  Lindsay,  4  Ex.  E.  45,  52. 

'  Goodman  v.  Chase,  1  B.  &  A.  297;  Butcher  v.  Steuart,  11  M.  &  W.  857, 
873;  Lane  v.  Burghart,  1  Q.  B.  933,  937,  938;  1  G.  &  D.  312,  S.  C.  See 
Eeaderu.  Kingham,  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  344. 
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was  to  discharge  the  original  debtor.'  So,  where  A.  promised  B. 
to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  in  case  he  withdrew  his  record  in  an 
action  against  0.  for  assault  and  battery,  this  was  held  to  be  an 
original  promise.^ 


§  1033.  On  the  other  hand,  where  an  execution  debtor  was  dis-  ?  943 
charged  out  of  custody  upon  giving  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
secure  the  payment  of  his  debt  by  instalments,  and  the  defendant, 
knowing  of  this  warrant  of  attorney,  undertook,  in  consideration 
of  the  discharge,  to  see  the  debt  paid,  the  court  held,  that  as  the 
debtor's  liability  was  kept  alive  by  the  warrant,  the  defendant's 
undertaking  should  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  collateral 
guarantee,  and  as  such,  was  a  promise  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.'  So,  where  it  was  agreed  between  a  plaintiff,  his 
attorney,  and  the  defendant,  that  in  consideration  of  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  suit,  the  defendant  should  pay  the  attorney  the 
costs  due  from  the  plaintiff,  this  was  considered  a  promise  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another,  as,  in  the  event  of  its  breach,  the  attorney 
might  still  recover  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff  who  retained  him.* 
Even  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  person,  who 
himself  never  becomes  legally  indebted  to  the  promisee,  is  possibly 
within  the  Act,  if,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise,  both 
parties  intended  that  a  contract  of  suretyship  should  be  created.' 
Moreover,  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  goods  were  delivered 
to  the  third  party,"  or  the  debt  incurred,  or  the  default  committed 
by  him,  before  or  after  the  promise  by  the  defendant;  for  a  promise 
to  indemnify,  if  not  within  the  words,  is  at  least  within  the  spirit, 
of  the  statute;  and,  consequently,  where  the  language  was,  in  effect, 
this: — "If  you  will  become  bail  in  a  civil  suit  for  A.,  and  he  for- 

1  Bird  V.  Gammon,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  883;  5  Scott,  213,  S.  C. 

"^  Read  v.  Nash.  1  Wils.  305;  recognised  in  3  Bing.  N.  C.  889;  but  ques- 
tioned in  1  Wms.  Saund.  211  c,  211  d. 

^  Lane  v.  Burghart,  3  M.  &  Gr.  597. 

♦  Tomlinson  v.  Gell,  6  A.  &  E.  564;  1  N.  &  P.  588,  S.  C. 

=>  Mountstephen  v.  Lakeman,  39  L.  J.,.Q.  B.  275;  5  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  613, 
S.  C.  Judgment  reversed,  but  on  another  ground,  41  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  67;  7  Law 
Rep.,  Q.  B.  196,  S.  C.  See,  however,  Lakeman  «.  Mountstephen,  7  Law  Rep., 
H.  L.  24,  and  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  193,  per  Ld.  Selborne,  who  disputes  the  pro- 
position in  the  text. 

«  Matson  ti.  Wharam,  2  T.  E.  80;  Anderson  v.  Hayman,  1  H.  Bl.  120. 
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feits  his  bail  bond,  I  will  save  you  harmlesB,"  it  was  held  to  be 
answering  for  the  default  of  another.'  But  where  a  man  promised 
to  indemnify  another  against  all  liability,  if  he  would  enter  into 
recognizances  for  the  appearance  of  a  misdemeanant,  this  promise, 
as  relating  to  a  criminal  proceeding,  was  held  not  to  fall  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.^ 

§  1 034.  Again,  the  statute  applies  to  promises  to  answer  fpr  the  §  944 
tortious  default  or  miscarriage  of  another,  as  well  as  for  his  breach 
of  contract;  and,  therefore,  where  A.  had  killed  the  plaintiff's 
horse  by  hard  riding  without  his  leave,  a  verbal  promise  by  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  damage,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff 
forbearing  to  sue  A.,  was  held  to  be  void.^  Where  an  entire 
promise  is  invalid  as  to  a  part  for  not  being  in  writing,  no  action 
can  be  brought  on  the  remainder  which  is  not  within  the  statute,  • 
but  the  whole  promise,  being  indivisible,  will  b*e  void.*  A  promise 
to  pay  the  promisee's  own  debt  to  a  third  person  need  not  be  in 
writing,  for  the  Act  merely  applies  to  promises  made  to  the  person 
to  whom  another  is  already,  or  is  to  become,  answerable.  It  must 
be  a  promise  to  be  answerable  for  a  debt  of,  or  a  default  in  some  duty 
by,  that  other  person  towards  the  promisee.^ 

§  1035.  With  respect  to  "  agreements  made  in  consideration  of  |  945 
marriage,"  the  first  observation  which  occurs  is,  that  these  words 
do  not  embrace  mutual  promises  to  marry;  and  therefore,  not- 
withstanding the  Act,  such  promises  may  be  verbally  made,  as 
indeed  is  usually  the  case.*  It  may  next  be  noticed,  that  although, 
as  a  general  rule  in  equity  the  courts  will  enforce  a  contract,  even 

1  Green  v.  Cresswell,  10  A.  &  E.  453,  458;  2  P.  &  D.  430,  S.  C,  overruling 
the  dicta  of  Bayley  and  Parke,  Js.,  in  Thomas  v.  Cook,  8  B.  &  C.  728;  3  M. 
&  E.  444,  S.  C. ;  and  explaining  Adams  v.  Dansey,  6  Bing.  506. 

■'  Cripps  V.  Hartuoll,  4  B.  &  S.  414;  32  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  381,  S.  C;  per  Ex. 
Ch..  overruling  S.  C,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  150;  2  B.  &  S.  697,  S.  C. 

»  Kirkham  v.  Marter,  2  B.  &  A.  613. 

*  Lexington  v.  Clark,  2  Vent.  223;  Chater  v.  Beckett,  7  T.  R.  201;  Thomas 
V.  Williams,  10  B.  &  C.  664,  671;  Mechelen  d.  Wallace,  7  A.  &  E.  49. 

*  Eastwood  V.  Kenyon,  11  A.  &  E.  438,  446;  3  P.  &  D.  276,  S.  C. ;  Har- 
greaTes  v.  Parsons,  13  M.  &  W.  561,  570,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Thomas  v.  Cook,  8 
B.  &  C.  728,  3  M.  &  R.  444,  S.  C;  Reader  v.  Kingham;  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
344;  Wildes  u  Dudlow,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  341,  per  Malins,  V.-C. 

«  B.  N.  P.  280,  c. 
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void  by  the  statute,  provided  that  it  be  a  complete  agreement/  and 
that  there  has  been  such  a  part  performance  on  the  side  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  that  it  -would  be  a  fraud  on  him  if  the  defendant  could 
object  that  the  agreement  was  not  in  writing," — ^yet  it  has  been 
repeatedly  held,  that  the  marriage  per  se  is  not  a  part  performance 
within  this  rule ; '  and  therefore,  if  a  suitor  verbally  agrees  to  settle 
property  on  his  intended  wife,  and  the  lady,  relying  on  his  honour, 
marries  him,  she  cannot  compel  the  performance  of  his  agree- 
ment; *  neither  can  a  suitor,  after  simply  marrying  his  intended  wife, 
enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  agreement  made  by  her 
father  with  reference  to  settlements.^  Perhaps,  however,  in  the  event 
of  a  clear  case  of  fraud  being  established,  the  court,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Act,  would  compel  the  father  to  realise  the  expectations,  on 
the  faith  of  which  the  marriage  was  contracted;  °  and  little  doubt 
can  be  entertained  that,  if  the  father  were  to  say  to  the  suitor, 
"  Marry  my  daughter,  and  settle  so  much  a  year  on  her  for  her 
jointure,  in  which  case  I  will  give  you  so  much  for  her  portion," 
this  proposal,  though  not  reduced  to  writing,  would  amount  to  a 
valid  equitable  contract,  if  the  marriage  were  actually  to  take  place, 
and  the  jointure  were  settled.'  It  is,  also,  probably  the  law, — 
though  two  recent  cases  throw  some  doubt  upon  the  subject,' — that 

'  Lady  E.  Thynne  v.  E.  of  Glengall,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  131. 

^Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  41;  Kine  «.  Balfe,  2  Ball  &  B.  347,  348; 
Surcome  v.  Pinniger,  3  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  571;  Taylor  v.  Beech,  1  Ves.  Sen. 
297;  Ungley  v.  Ungley,  L.  E.,  4  Ch.  D.  73;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  189,  S.  C;  L.  E., 
5  Ch.  D.  887,  S.  C,  aff.  on  app.;  and  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  854. 

'  Hammersley  v.  Baron  de  Biel,  12  CI.  &  Pin,  64,  per  Ld.  Cottenham; 
Bedding  v.  Wilks,  3  Br.  C.  C.  401;  Lassence  v.  Tierney,  1  M.  &  Gord.  571, 
572,  per  Ld.  ■Cottenham;  2  Hall  &  T.  115,  134,  135,  S.  C;  "Warden  v.  Jones, 
23  Beav.  487;  aff.  on  app.  2  De  Gex  &  J.  76,  84. 

*  Montacute  v.  Maxwell,  1  P.  Wms.  619;  Caton  v.  Caton,  1  Law  Eep.,  Ch. 
Ap.  137;  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  292,  S.  C;  and  2  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  127;  36  L.  J., 
Ch.  866,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  S.  C. 

°  Dundas  v.  Dutens,  1  Ves.  199;  Goldicntt  v.  Townsend,  28  Beav.  445. 

^  Baron  de  Biel  v.  Hammersley,  3  Beav.  469,  475,  476,  per  Ld.  Langdale; 
12  CI.  &  Fin.  86,  per  Ld.  Brougham,  S.  C. 

'  Hammersley  v.  Baron  de  Biel,  12  CI.  &  Pin.  45,  64,  per  Ld.  Cottenham; 
65  &  66,  per  Lds.  Campbell  &  Lyndhnrst;  "Williams  v.  Williams,  37  L.  J., 
Ch.  854,  per  Stuart,  V.-C.  See,  also,  Maunsell  v.  "White,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  1039; 
Bold  v.  Hutchinson,  20  Beav.  250;  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  558,  S.  C;  Jameson 
V.  Stein,  21  Beav.  5.     See  Kay  v.  Crook,  3  Sm.  &  Giff,  407. 

8  "Warden  v.  Jones,  2  De  Gex  &  J.,  76,  85,  per  Ld.  Cranworth,  C;  Trowell 
V.  Shenton,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  318,  324,  325,  per  Jessel,  M.  E. 
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a  verbal  agreement  made  before  marriage  will  be  enforced,  if  subse- 
quently to  the  marriage  it  has  been  recognised  and  adopted  in 
writing.'  But  the  Court  will  not  interfere,  even  though  there  be  a 
written  memorandum,  unless  it  appears  that  the  marriage  was 
contracted  on  the  faith  of  the  agreement;  ^  and,  therefore,  where  a 
father  wrote  to  his  daughter,  saying  that  he  had  agreed  to  give  her 
intended  husband  SOOOl.  as  her  portion,  and  this  letter  was  never 
shown  to  her  husband,  it  was  held  not  to  be  such  an  agreement  in 
writing  as  satisfied  the  statute,  since  the  husband  could  not  have 
married  on  the  faith  of  the  letter.' 


§  1036.  In  interpreting  what  is  meant  by  an  agreement  that  is  \  946 
7U3t  to  be  performed  within  a  year  from  the  making  thereof,  the 
courts  have  held  that  the  Statute  does  not  apply,  where  the  con- 
tract is  capable  of  being  performed  on  the  one  side  or  on  the 
other  within  a  year.*  Neither  does  it  extend  to  an  agreement 
made  by  a  contractor  to  allow  a  stranger  to  share  in  the  profits  of 
a  contract,  which  is  incapable  of  being  completed  within  a  year, 
because  such  an  agreement  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  the 
vendition  of  a  right  which  is  performed  instanter  on  the  bargain 
being  struck.*  It  would  seem  also  that  the  statute  is  inapplicable 
in  any  case  where  the  action  is  brought  upon  an  executed  con- 
sideration; ^  for  as  the  object  of  the  Legislature  clearly  was,  to 
prevent  the  setting  up,  by  means  of  fraud  and  perjury,  of  con- 
tracts or  promises  by  parol,  upon  which  parties  might  otherwise 

1  Barkworth  v.  Young,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  153,  157,  per  Kinderaley,  V.-C; 
Hammersley  v.  Baron  de  Biel,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  64,  per  Ld.  Cottenham,  citing 
Hodgson  V.  Hutchenson,  5  Viu.  Abr.  522;  Taylor  v.  Beech,  1  Ves.  Sen.  297; 
and  Montacute  v.  Maxwell,  1  Str.  236;  and  questioning  Eandall  v.  Morgan,  12 
Ves.  73,  where  Sir  W.  Grant  expressed  serious  doubt  upon  the  subject.  See 
12  CI.  &  Fin.  86,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  and  3  Beav.  475,  476,  per  Ld.  Langdale. 
Also,  Caton  v.  Caton,  1  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  137;  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  292,  S.  C, 
overruling  S.  C.  as  decided  by  Stuart,  V.-C,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  564. 

2  See  Viret  v.  Viret,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  69,  per  Malins,  V.-C. 

=  Ayliffe  v.  Tracy,  2  P.  "Wms.  65.  See  Dashwood  v.  Jermyn,  L.  R.,  12 
Ch.  D.  776. 

*  Cherry  I).  Heming,  4  Ex.  R.  631;  and.  Smith  v.  Neale,  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
67;  both  recognising  Donellan  v.  Read,  3  B.  &  Ad.  899. 

^  M'Kay  v.  Rutherford,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  413,  429. 

'KnowlmanJ).  Bluett,  9  Law  Rep.,  Ex  307,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  43  L.  J.,  Ex. 
151,  S.  C.     See  ante,  U  974,  981—984;  post,  §  1043. 
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have  been  charged  for  their  whole  lives, — it  does  not  appear 
unreasonable  to  limit  the  statute  to  such  actions  only,  as  are 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  non-performance  of  contracts, 
which  are  not  to  be  performed  on  either  side  within  a  year  from 
the  time  of  their  being  made.'  Subject,  however,  to  tte  limitation 
just  stated,  a  part -performance  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute:  but  whenever  it  appears,  either  by  express 
stipulation,  or  by  inference  from  the  circumstances,  that  the  con- 
tract is  not  to  be  completed  on  either  side  within  the  year,  docu- 
mentary proof  of  the  agreement  must  be  given.^  If,  therefore,  a 
farm-servant  be  verbally  hired  for  a  year's  service,  which  is  to 
commence  at  a  future  day,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
his  master  for  discharging  him  before  the  expiration  of  the  year, 
though  he  has  faithfully  performed  his  duty  as  such  servant  up  to 
the  date  of  his  discharge.'  But  though  no  action  can  be  brought 
on  the  parol  agreement,  it  will  not  be  void  for  all  purposes;  for 
in  the  event  of  a  sufficient  service  under  it,  the  servant  may 
acquire  a  settlement.* 

§  1037.  Again,  the  mere  fact  that  the  contract  may  be  deter-  g  947 
mined  by  the  parties  within  the  year,  will  not  take  the  case  out 
of  the  statute,  if  by  its  terms  it  purports  to  be  an  agreement, 
which  is  not  to  be  completely  performed  till  after  the  expiration  of 
that  period.'  A  contract,  therefore,  to  employ  a  solicitor  during  his 
professional  life  is  within  the  statute,  though  it  may  be  determined 
in  less  time  than  a  year  by  the  lawyer's  death  or  retirement  or 
misconduct.^     For  the   rule   of   law  here   is   the  same  as  in  the 

'  Souch  V.  Strawbridge,  2  Com.  B.  814,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  See  Re  Pentre- 
guinea  Coal  Co.,  4  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  541. 

''  Boydell  v.  Drummond,  11  East,  142,  156,  159. 

*  Bracegirdle  v.  Heald,  1  B.  &  A.  722;  Snelling  v.  Huntingfleld,  1  C.  M.  & 
E.  20;  4  Tyr.  606,  S.  C;  Britain  v.  Eossiter,  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  362;  L.  E.,  11  Q.  B. 
D.  123,  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Giraud  v.  Eichmond,  2  Com.  B.  835.  See  Caw- 
thorne  v.  Cordrey,  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  406;  .32  L.  J.,  C.  P.  152,  S.  C;  Banks  v. 
Crosisland,  44  L.  J.,  M.  C.  8;  10  Law  Sep.,  Q.  B.  97,  S.  C. 

*  1  B.  &  A.  727,  per  Bayley,  J. 

5  Birch  V.  Ld.  Liverpool,  9  B.  &  C.  392,  395;  4  M.  &  E.  380,  S.  C;  Eoberts 
V.  Tucker,  3  Ex.  E.  632;  Dobson  v.  CoUis,  1  H.  &  N.  81;  Ee  Pentreguinea  Coal 
Co.,  4DeGex,  F.  &  J.  541. 

'  Eley  V.  The  Positive  Governm.  &c.  Co.,  45  L.  J.,  Ex.  58;  Law  Eep.,  1  Ex. 
D.  20,  S.  C. 
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case  of  a  defeasible  estate,  where  if  a  party  enters,  he  is  in  of  the 
whole  estate,  though  an  event  may  afterwards  occur,  which  would 
prevent  the  estate  from  continuing  during  the  entire  term  con- 
templated in  the  original  grant..'  Still,  if  the  agreement  is  silent 
as  to  the  time  within  which  it  is  to  be  performed,  and  its  duration 
rests  upon  a  contingency,  which  may  or  may  not  happen  within 
the  year,  as,  for  instance,  if  it  depends  on  the  death  or  marriage 
of  a  party,  the  length  of  a  voyage,  the  giving  of  a  notice,  or  the 
like,  the  case  is  not  within  the  statute,  though  the  event,  which  is 
to  terminate  the  agreement,  does  not  in  fact  occur  within  the 
year.^  When  the  contract  is  clearly  one  which  is  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  a  year,  it  matters  not  whether  it  were  made  in  this 
or  in  any  other  country;  for,  as  the  Act  does  not  bar  the  right  as 
well  as  the  remedy,  or  in  other  words,  does  not  render  the  agree- 
ment void,  but  only  prevents  its  being  enforced  by  action  here,  it 
applies  to  all  foreign  contracts  equally  with  those  entered  into  in 
England.' 

§  1038.  The  term,  interest  in  lands,  used  in  §  4,  is  one  that  has  i  948 
given  rise  to  much  litigation,  and  its  meaning  is  not  yet  satisfac- 
torily defined.  Little  doubt,  however,  can  be  entertained,  that  it 
extends  to  a  contract  to  abate  a  tenant's  rent;*  or  to  submit  to 
arbitration  the  question  whether  a  lease  shall  be  granted ;°  or  to 
relinquish  a  tenancy,  and  let  another  party  into  possession  for  the 
residue  of  a  term;°  or  to  permit  the  profits  of  a  clergyman's  living 

1  B.  V.  Herstmonceaux,  7  B.  &  C.  555,  per  Bayley,  J.  See  ante,  §?  1006 — 
1008. 

^  Souch  V.  Strawbridge,  2  Com.  B.  808;  Knowlman  v.  Bluett,  9  Law  Eep., 
Ex.  1;  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  29,  S.  C;  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  151,  S.  C,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  and  9 
Law  Rep.,  Ex.  307;  Ridley  v.  Ridley,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  462,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E.; 
34  Beav.  478,  S.  C. ;  Wells  i».  Horton,  4  Bing.  40;  12  Moore,  177,  S.  C;  Gilbert 
V.  Sykes,  16  East,  154;  Peter  v.  Comptonj  Skin.  353;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  283,  S.  C; 
Fenton  v.  Emblers,  3  Burr.  1278;  1  W.  Bl.  353,  S.  C.  See  Mavor  v.  Payne,  3 
Bing.  285;  11  Moore,  2,  S.  C;  Murphy  v.  Sullivan,  11  Ir.  Jur.,  N.  S.  Ill;  Far- 
rington  v.  Donohue,  L  R.,  1  C.  L.  675;  Davey  v.  Shannon,  L.  R.,  4  Ex.  D.  81, 
per  Hawkins,  J.;  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  459,  S.  C. 

'  Leroux  «.  Brown,  12  Com.  B.  801.  But  see  Williams  v.  Wheeler,  8  Com. 
B.,  N.  S.  316,  perWilles,  J. 

♦  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  306. 

=  Walters  v.  Morgan,  2  Cox,  Ch.  R.  369. 

«  Buttemere  v.   Hayes,    5  M.   &  W.   456;    7  Dowl.  489,  S.  C;  Smith  v. 
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to  be  received  by  a  trustee ; '  or  to  repay  a  loan  out  of  the  future 
rent  of  a  farm; '  or  to  become  a  partner  in  a  colliery,  which  was  to 
be  demised  by  the  partnership  upon  royalties ;  ^  or  to  take  fur- 
nished lodgings;'  or  to  exercise  sporting  rights  over  land,  and  carry 
off  a  portion  of  the  game  killed;^  or  to  convey  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion; °  or  to  procure,  as  a  broker,  the  sale  of  a  lease.'  On  the 
other  hand,  it  appears  that  an  equitable  mortgage  by  the  deposit 
of  title-deeds;'  a  collateral  agreement  by  a  lessee  to  pay  a  per- 
centage on  money  laid  out  by  the  landlord' on  the  premises;"  a 
contract  relating  to  the  investigation  of  a  title  to  land ; '"  an  agree- 
ment for  board  and  lodging,  no  particular  rooms  being  demised; " 
an  agreement  between  a  landlord  and  tenant,  that  the  former  shall 
take  at  a  valuation  certain  fixtures  left  by  the  latter  in  the  house ;  '^ 
an  undertaking  by  a  landlord  to  build  a  water-closet  for  his  tenant;'^ 
or  to  put  the  house  in  repair  and  put  more  furniture  into  it;  '*  an 
agreement  for  the  use  of  a  graving  dock  during  the  repairs  of  a 
ship ;  '^  or  a  contract  that  an  arbitrator  shall  determine  the  amount 
of  damages  sustained  by  a  party,  in  consequence  of  a  road  having 
Tombs,  3  Jur.  72,  Q.  B.;  Cocking  v.  Ward,  1  Com.  B.  858;  Kelly  v.  Webster, 
12  Com.  B.  283;  Smart  v.  Harding,  15  Com.  B.  652;  Hodgson  v.  Johnson, 
28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  88;  E.  B.  &  E.  685,  S.  C;  Eonayne  v.  Sherrard,  I.  E.,  11  C. 
L.  146. 

1  Alchia  V.  Hopkins,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  102;  4  M.  &  Sc.  615,  S.  C. 

2  Ex.  p.  Hall,  re  Whitting,  L.  E.,  10  Ch.  D.  615,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  48  L.  J., 
Bk.  79,  S.  C. 

»  Caddick  v.  Skidmore,  2  De  Gex  &  J.  52,  per  Lord  Cranworth,  C. ;  27  L. 
J.,  Ch.  153,  S.  C. 

*  Edge  V.  Strafford,  1  C.  &  J.  391;  1  Tyr.  293,  S.  C;  Inman  v.  Stamp,  1 
Stark.  E.  12,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  Mechelen  v.  Wallace,  7  A.  &  E.  49;  2 
N.  &  P.  224,   S.  C;  Vaughan  v.  Hancock,  3  Com.  B.  766. 

5  Webber  v.  Lee,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  174,  485;  L.  E.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  315,  S.  C,  per 
Ct.  of  App. 
-«  Massey  v.  Johnson,  1  Ex.  E.  255,  per  Eolfe,  B.     See  Toppin  v.  Lomas, 
16  Com.  B.  145. 

'  Horsey  v.  Graham,  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  9;  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  58,  S.  C. 

*  Russel  V.  Eussel,  1  Br.  C.  C.  269;  12  Ves.  197. 

"  Hoby  V.  Eoebuck,  7  Taunt.  157.  "  Jeakes  v.  White,  6  Ex.  R.  873. 

"  Wright  V.  Stavert,  29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  161;  2  E.  &  E.  721,  S.  C. 
"  Hallen  v.  Eunder,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  266;  3  Tyr.  959,  S.   C;   Lee  v.  Gaskell, 
45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  540;  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  700,  S.  C. 
■3  Mann  i).  Nunn,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.  241. 

»  Angell  V.  Duke,  44  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  78;   10  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  174,  S.  C. 
'5  Wells  V.  Kingston-upon-HuU,  10  Law  Eep.,   C.  P.  402;   44  L.  J.,  C.  P. 

257,  S.  C. 
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been  made  through  his  lands ; '  are  not  within  the  statute.  How 
far  the  Act  applies  to  profits  h,  prendre,  easements,  and  other  in- 
corporeal rights  relating  to  lands,  is  a  question  by  no  means  clear; 
though,  on  principle,  it  ought  to  extend  to  all  agreements  respect- 
ing rights  of  common,  rights  of  way,  grants  of  rent-charge,  tolls,  or 
licences  coupled  with  an  interest,  however  trifling,  in  lands.^ 

§  1039.  The  question,  whether  shares  in  a  joint-stock  company,'  ?  949 
possessed  of  real  estate,  could  be  regarded  as  an  interest  in  lands, 
was  one  which,  formerly,  was  much  discussed  in  Westminster 
Hall.  The  Legislature  has,  however,  to  a  great  extent  set  the 
matter  at  rest,  by  enacting  that  all  shares  issued  either  under  the 
old  Joint-Stock  Companies  Act  of  1856,  or  under  the  present 
Companies  Act  of  1862,  "  shall  be  personal  estate,  and  shall  not 
be  of  the  nature  of  real  estate."  *  In;  many  cases,  too,  where  the 
company  has  been  incorporated  by  statute.  Parliament  has  ex- 
pressly declared  that  the  shares  shall  be  deemed  personal  estate.* 
So,  even  in  the  absence  of  such  a  declaration,  if  the  company  be 
incorporated  by  statute  or  by  charter  from  the  Crown,  and  the 
real  property  be  vested  in  the  corporation,  who  are  to  have  the 
sole  management  of  it,  the  shares  of  the  individual  proprietors 
will  be  personalty,  and  will  consist  of  nothing  more  than  a  right 
to  participate  in  the  net  produce  of  the  property  of  the  company.^ 

'  Gillanders  v.  Ld.  Rossmore,  Jones,  Ex.  R.  504;  Grriffiths  v.  Jenkins,  3 
New  E.  489,  per  Crompton  &  Shee,  Js.,  in  Bail  Ct. 

'  Cook  V.  Steams,  11  Mass.  533;  E.  v.  Salisbury,  8  A.  &  E.  716. 

'  As  to  shares  in  an  ordinary  private  partnership,  where  the  partnership 
are  owners  of  real  estate,  see  Ashworth  v.  Mtmn,  L.   R.,   15  Ch.  D.  363;  50     , 
L.  J.,  Ch.  107,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  S.  C. 

«  19  &  20  v.,  c.  47,  ?  15;  25  &  26  V.,  c.  89,  ?  22. 

°  This  is  so  in  the  ease  of  all  companies  subject  to  the  provisions  of  "The 
Cos'.  Clauses  Consolid.  Act,  1845,"  8  &  9  V.,  c.  16,  |  7.  So,  also,  in  the  case 
of  the  Lancaster  Canal  Co.,  Mon.  &  B.  94;  of  the  Lond.  &  Birmingham  Ey. 
Co.,  see  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth,  3  M.  &  "W.  422,  and  of  many  others. 
Again,  stock,  to  which  the  Colonial  Stock  Act.,  1877,  applies,  is  personal 
estate,  40  &  41  T.,  c.  59,  ?  22. 

=  Bligh  V.  Brent,  2  Y.  &  C,  Ex.  E.  268;  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth,  3  M.  & 
W.  422;  Hibblewhite  v.  M'Morine,  6  M.  &  W.  214,  per  Parke,  B.;  2  Eail. 
Ca.  67,  S.  C. ;  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  A.  &  E.  205 ;  2  Eail.  Ca.  70,  S.  C. ; 
Baxter  v.  Brown,  7  M.  &  Gr.  216,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Hilton  v.  Geraud,  1  De 
Gex  &  Sm.  187;  Watson  j).  Spratley,  10  Ex.  E.  237,  per  Martin,  B.,  244,  per 
Parke,  B.;  Bulmer  v.  Norris,  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  19.  See  Edwards  v.  Hall,  25 
L.  J.,  Ch.  82;  6  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  74,  S.  C;  overruling  "Ware  v.  Cumberledge, 
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The  same  docirine  will,  it  seems,  apply,  though  the  company  be 
unincorporated, — as,  for  instaace,  if  it  be  a  mining  co-partnership 
conducted  on  the  cost-book  principle, — provided  that  trustees  be 
seized  of  the  real  estate  in  trust  to  use  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
shareholders,  and  to  make  profits  out  of  it,  as  part  of  the  stock 
in  trade;  and  provided  that  the  interest  of  the  shareholders  be 
confined  to  those  profits.'  If,  however,  the  trustees  hold  the  real 
estate  in  trust  for  themselves  and  the  co- adventurers,  present  and 
future,  in  proportion  to  their  number  of  shares,  then  there  will  be 
a  direct  trust  in  the  realty;  and,  consequently,  neither  a  bargain 
for,  nor  a  transfer  of,  a  share  in  such  trust  can  be  made  without 
a  note  in  writing.^  The  question — under  which  of  these  two 
species  of  trusts  the  lands  of  any  particular  company  may  be  held 
— is  one  of  fact,  to  be  determined  in  each  case  by  the  jury.'  If 
the  freehold,  which  forms  the  basis  and  subject-matter  of  the 
trade  of  an  unincorporated  company,  be  vested  in  the  collective 
body,  the  shares  of  the  individual  co-partners  seem  clearly  to  fall 
within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section.* 

§  1039a.  After  vehement  controversy  amongst  the  advocates,  and 
not  a  few  inconsistent  rulings  from  the  judges,  it  has  at  length 
been  decided,  that  neither  railway  debenture  stock  created  under 
the  provisions  "of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  1863,^  nor  railway 
debentures,  are  an  interest  in  lands.^ 

20  Beav.  503;  and  see,  also,  Powell  v.  Jessopp,  18  Com.  B.  336;  and  Taylor 
V.  Linley,  2  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  84. 

'  "Watson  V.  Spratley,  10  Ex.  E.  222.  See  Myers  v.  Perigal,  2  De  Gex, 
M.  &  G.  599;  Walker  v.  Bartlett,  18  Com.  B.  845;  Hayter  v.  Tucker,  4  Kay 
&  J.  243;  Bennett  v.  Blain,  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  63;  15  Com.  B.,  N.  R.  518,  S.  C; 
Freeman  v.  Gainsford,  34  L.  J.,  C.  P.  95  ;  Entwistle  v.  Davis,  36  L.  J.,  Ch. 
825;  4  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  272,  S.  C. 

2  Id.  ;  Baxter  v.  Brown,  7  M.  &  Gr.  198;  Boyce  v.  Green,  Batty,  600.  See 
Morris  v.  Glynn,  27  Beav.  218. 

^  Watson  V.  Spratley,  10  Ex.  R.  222,  per  Parke  &  Alderson,  Bs. 

•  See,  further,  as  to  the  transfer"  of  shares  in  joint  stock  companies,  ante, 
?993.  s  26  &  27  v.,  c.  118,  §22. 

«  Attree  v.  Hawe,  L.  E.,  9  Ch.  D.  337,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  863, 
S.  C. ;  overruling  S.  C.  in  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  157;  Holdsworth  v.  Davenport,  46 
L.  J.,  Ch.  20;  Law  Rep.,  3  Ch.  D.  185,  S.  C;  Walker  v.  Milne,  11  Bear. 
507;  18  L.  J.,  Ch.  288,  S.  C.  These  cases  overrule  Ashton  u.  Ld.  Langdale,  4 
De  Gex  &  Sm.  402;  20  L.  J.,  Ch.  234,  S.  C;  and  Chandler  v.  Howell,  Law 
Rep.,  4  Ch.  D.  651;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  25,  S.  C. 
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§  1040.  It  is  now  also  distinctly  determined,  that  scrip  and  shares  I  950 
in  joint-stock  companies,  whether  incorporated  or  unincorporated, 
are  not  "  goods,  wares  and  merchandises,"  within  the  17th  section 
of  the  Act.'  As  this  point  was  ruled  on  the  ground  that  such 
shares  are  mere  choses  in  action,^  the  judgment  in  which  it  was 
determined  has  since  been  held^  to  have  decided  in  the  negative 
another  question,  respecting  which  all  the  judges  were  once  equally- 
divided  in  opinion;  namely,  whether  contracts  for  the  sale  of  stock 
or  exchequer  bills  were  within  the  Act.* 

§  1041.*  The  principal  difficulties  in  interpreting' what  it  meant  ?  951 
by  an  "interest  in  lands,"  have  arisen  in  applying  that  term  to 
cases,  where  trees,  growing  crops,  or  other  things  annexed  to  the 
freehold,  have  formed  the  subject  of  the  contract;  and  here,  the 
decisions  of  the  courts,  so  far  from  furnishing  a  safe  guide,  only 
assist  in  confusing  the  student,  since, — to  use  the  words  of  Lord 
Abinger, — "  no  general  rule  is  laid  down  in  any  of  them,  that  is 
not  contradicted  by  some  other."  °  Indeed,  the  judges  themselves 
have  not  yet  agreed  upon  any  uniform  test,  by  which  to  try  the 
merits  of  this  question.'  In  some  cases  they  have  endeavoured 
to  solve  it  by  reference  to  the  law  of  emblements  ;  and  have 
held  that  whatever  will  go  to  the  executor,  the  tenant  being  dead, 
cannot  be  considered  as  an  interest  in  land.'  In  other  cases  the 
test  has  been,  whether  the  property  in  dispute  could  have  been 
seized  in   execution   at    common   law; '  in    others,   again,    a   dis- 

'  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  A.  &  E.  205;  2  Rail.  Ca.  70,  S.  C;  Hibblewhite 
V.  M'MoriBe,  6  M.  &  "W.  214,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Knigbt  v.  Barber,  16  M.  &  W. 
66  ;  Tempest  v.  Kilner,  3  Com.  B.,  249;  Bowlby  v.  Ball,  id.  284,  Duncuft 
V.  Albrecht,  12  Sim.  189;  "Watson  v.  Spratley,  10  Ex.  R.  222. 

^  But  in  the  case  of  In  re  Jackson,  Ex  parte  Bk.  of  Manchester,  40  L.  J., 
Bk.  57;  12  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  354,  S.  C;  Bacon,  V.-C,  held  that  shares  in  a 
company  were  not  "things  in  action"  within  the  meaning  of  32  &  33  V., 
c.  71,  §  15,  subs.  5;  which  is  now  re-enacted  in  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52,  ?  44, 
subs.  3.  *  Heseltine  v.  Siggers,  1  Ex.  R.  856. 

*  Pickering  v.  Appleby,  Com.  Rep.  354,  cited  in  Colt  v.  Nettervill,  2  P. 
Wms.  308,  per  Ld.  Ch.  King. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  J  271,  in  part  as  to  first  four  lines. 

«  Rodwell  V.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  505. 

'  See  1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  141—158. 

'  Rodwell  V.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  505;  Jones  v.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  758. 

'  Dunne  v.  Ferguson,  Hayes,  543  ;  Rodwell  v.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  "W.  505  ; 
Jones  V.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  758. 
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tinction  has  been  drawn  between  fructus  industriales,  and  the 
natural  products  of  the  soil; '  while,  in  not  a  few,  the  decisions 
have  rested,  partly  on  the  legal  character  of  the  principal  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  but  principally  on  the  consideration,  whether, 
in  order  to  efPeetuate  the  intention  of  the  parlies,  it  were  necessary 
to  give  the  vendee  an  interest  in  the  land.^ 

§  1042.  Such  being  the  uncertain  state  of  the  law,  the  following  j  952 
propositions  are  submitted  with  much  diffidence.  First,  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  fruits  of  the  earth,  ripe,  though  not  yet 
gathered,  is  not  a  contract  for  any  interest  in  lands,  though  the 
vendee  is  to  enter  and  gather  them.^  Secondly,  a  sale  of  any 
growing  produce  of  the  earth,  reared  annually  by  labour  and  ex- 
pense, and  in  actual  existence  at  the  time  of  the  contract, — as, 
for  instance,  a  growing  crop  of  corn,*  or  hops,^  or  potatoes,*  or 
turnips,' — ^is  not  within  the  4th  section  of  the  statute,  though  the 
purchaser  is  to  harvest  or  dig  them.  Whether  the  same  rule 
would  apply  to  contracts  respecting  the  sale  of  teasles,  liquorice, 
madder,  clover,  or  other  crops  of  a  like  nature,  which  do  not 
ordinarily  repay  the  labour  by  which  they  are  produced  within 
the  year  in  which  that  labour  is  bestowed,  and  consequently,  as 
it  seems,  do  not  fall  within  the  law  of  emblements,'  is  a  question 
which  still  remains  to  be  decided.  Thirdly,  an  agreement  re- 
specting the  sale  of  a  crop  of  growing  fruit,"  or  grass,'"  or  of 

1  Jones  V.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  758,  759,  760 ;  Evans  v.  Roberts,  5  B.  &  C. 
832  ;  Eodwell  v.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  "W.  503,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 

*  Jones  V.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  759. 

'  Parker  v.  Staniland,  11  East,  362  ;  Cutler  v.  Pope,  1  Shepl.  337. 

*  Jones  V.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  753  ;  2  P.  &  D.  594,  S.  C. 

»  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Eodwell  v.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  503,  questioning 
Waddington  v.  Bristow,  2  B.  &  P.  452.  See,  also,  Graves  v.  Weld,  5  B.  & 
Ad.  119,  120. 

«  Sainsbury  v.  Matthews,  4  M.  &  "W.  343 ;  7  Dowl.  23,  S.  C. ;  Evans  v. 
Eoberts,  5  B.  &  C.  829 ;  8  D.  &  E.  611,  S.  C. ;  Warwick  v.  Bruce,  2  M.  & 
Sel.  205. 

'  Dunne  v.  Ferguson,  Hayes,  540.  Emmerson  v.  Heelis,  2  Taunt.  38, 
contra,  must  be  considered  as  overruled  by  Evans  *.  Eoberts,  5  B.  &  C.  833, 
834,  and  by  Jones  v.  Flint,  10  A.  &  E.  759. 

»  Graves  v.  Weld,  5  B.  &  Ad.  105,  118—120  ;  1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  156. 

9  Eodwell  J).  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  501 ;  resolving  a  doubt  suggested  by 
Littledale,  J.,  in  Graves  v.  Weld,  5  B.  &  Ad.  116. 

10  Crosby  v.  Wadsworth,  6  East,  602  ;  Carrington  ».  Roots,  2  M.  &  W.  248. 
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standing  underwood,'  growing  poles/  or  timber,  is  within  the 
fourth  section,  and  a  written  contract  of  sale  cannot  be  dispensed 
with.  In  two  cases  an  agreement  to  sell  growing  timber  was  held 
not  to  convey  any  interest  in  the  land,  but  in  one  of  these  the 
timber  was  to  be  felled  and  taken  away  "  as  soon  as  possible"  by 
the  purchaser,'  and  in  the  other  the  vendor  had  contracted  to  sell 
the  timber  at  so  much  per  foot,  and  that  contract  the  court  re- 
garded in  the  same  light  as  if  it  had  related  to  the  sale  of  timber 
already  felled.*  Fourthly,  if  the  land  itself  is  agreed  to  be  sold  or 
let,  and  the  vendee  or  tenant  contracts  to  purchase  the  growing 
crops,  this  last  contract,  though  the  crops  taken  under  it  may  form 
the  subject  of  a  distinct  valuation,  will  be  so  incorporated  with  the 
agreement  relating  to  the  land  as  to  be  inseparable  from  it,  and  will 
consequently  fall  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Act.'* 

* 

§  1043.  Where  growing  crops  do  not  amount  to  an  interest  in  §  953 
lands,  it  is  clear  that  an  agreement  respecting  them  will  fall 
within  the  17th  section;  and,  therefore,  at  first  sight,  it  may  seem 
unimportant  to  raise  any  dispute  upon  the  subject.  But,  in 
truth,  two  material  distinctions  exist  between  the  4th  and  the 
17th  sections;  for,  first,  contracts  under  the  former  must  be 
stamped,  while  those  under  the  latter  are  exempt ;  °  and  next,  no 
writing  is  required  by  the  17th  section,  if  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract  is  under  the  value  of  IQl.,  or  if  there  has  been  a  part- 
payment,  or  a  part- acceptance,  by  the  purchaser.'  It  is  true, 
that  parol  agreements  touching  lands  will  be  enforced,  if  they  have 
been  unequivocally  performed  in  some  material  part;  as,  for  instance, 
if  possession  has  been  distinctly  taken  under  them  and  rent  paid,  or 
the  like;  *  but,  still,  such  agreements  will  not  be  excluded  from  the 

'  Scorell  V.  Boxall,  1  Y.  &  J.  396. 

^  Teal  V.  Auty,  2  B.  &  B.  99 ;  4  Moore,  542,  S.  C. 

'  Marshall  v.  Green,  Law  Eep.,  1  C.  P.  D.  35  ;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  153,  S.  C. 

'  Smith  V.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C.  561;  4  M.  &  E.  455,  S.  C;  explained  by 
Ld.  Abinger  in  Eodwell  v.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  505. 

5  Ld.  Falmouth  v.  Thomas  1  C.  M.  &  E.  89  ;  Mayfield  v.  Wadsley,  3  B.  & 
C.  366,  per  Littledale,  J. 

«  33  &  34  v.,  c.  97,  Sch.  tit.  Agreement. 

'  Ante,  1 1020. 

'  Maddison  v.  Alderson,  L.  E.,  8  App.  Caa.  467,  per  Dom.  Proc. ;  52  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  737,  S.  C.  Lanyon  v.  Martin,  13  L.  R.,  Ir.  297.  This  case  deserves 
attentive  perusal.     See  Humphreys  v.  Green,  L.  E.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  148,  per  Ct.  of 
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operation  of  the  statute  by  any  part-performance,  which  does  not 
place  the  acting  party  in  such  a  position,  that  it  would  be  a  fraud 
upon  him  if  the  contract  were  not  completed.' 

§  1044.  As  the  17th  section  is  confined  to  contracts  for  the  sale  i  956 
of  goods,  it  does  not  apply  to  a  contract,  which  is  substantially 
one  for  work  and  labour,^  or  to  an  agreement  to  procure  goods  for 
another,  and  to  convey  them  to  a  certain  place.  ^  Neither  does', 
this  section,  any  more  than  the  4th,*  extend  to  fixtures,  which, 
though  chattels,  are  not  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise.^  But 
where  the  principal  subject-matter  of  a  contract  is  the  sale  of 
goods  of  the  price  or  value  of  lOZ.  or  upwards,  the  contract  falls 
within  the  section,  though  it  includes  other .  matters, — as,  for 
instance,  the  agistment  of  cattle, — to  which  the  statute  does  not 
apply.^  With  respect  to  the  price,  which  must  be  lOl.  or  upwards 
in  order  to  render  a  writing  necessary,  it  may  be  observed,  that  if 
a  person  purchases  several  articles  at  one  time,  though  at  distinct 
prices,  the  transaction  will  be  regarded  as  one  entire  contract; 
and,  consequently,  if  the  whole  purchase-money  amounts  to  lOZ., 
the  case  will  be  within  the  statute,  though  none  of  the  articles 
.  taken  separately  may  be  of  that  value.' 

§  1045.  The   acceptance  and  actual   receipt  mentioned  by  the    §  957 
statute '  have  given  rise  to  much  litigation ;  but,  without  entering 

App.;  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  140,  S.  C;  Dale  v.  Hamilton,  5  Hare,  369;  2  Phill.  266, 
S.  C;  Lincoln  v.  Wright,  28  L.  J.,  Ch.  705;  4  De  Gex  &  J.  16,  S.  C;  Nunn  v. 
Fabian,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  140,  per  Ld.  Cranworth,  C. ;  1  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  35,  S. 
C;  Howec.  Hall.  L  E.,  4  Eq.  242;  Williams  r;.  Evans,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  319;  19 
Law  Rep.,  Eq.  547,  S.  C.     Sed  qu.  as  to  this  last  case. 

'  Maddison  v.  Alderson,  L.  R.,  8  App.  Cas.  467;  Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  41,  per  Ld.  Eedesdale.  See  Haigh  v.  Kaye,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  567,  per  Lds. 
Js.;  Pulbrook  v.  Lawes,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  178;'  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  284,  S.  C. 

'  Clay  V.  Yates,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  237;  1  H.  &  N.  73,  S.  C.  But  a  contract  to 
make  a  set  of  teeth  to  fit  the  mouth  of  the  employer  is  not  a  contract  for 
work  and  labour,  so  as  to  dispense  with  the  statute;  Lee  v.  Griffin,  30  J.  J., 
Q.  B.  252;  1  B.  &  S.  272,  S.  C.  Neither  is  an  agreement  by  an  artist  to  paint 
a  picture  such  a  contract;  Isaacs  v.  Hardy,  1  Cab.  &  El.  287  per  Matthew,  J. 

5  Cobbold  V.  Caston,  1  Bing.  399. 

*  Ante,  ?  1038.  '  Horsfall  v.  Hey,  2  Ex.  E.  778. 

"  Harman  v.  Reeve,  25  L.  J.,  C.  P.  257. 

'  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  C.  37  ;  3  D.  &  R.  220,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Elliott 
V.  Thomas.  3  M.  &  W.  170;  Bigg  v.  Whisking,  14  Com.  B.  195. 

8  See  ante,  j  ,1020. 
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into  any  lengthened  discussion  of  the  numerous  decisions  which 
bear  on  this  point,  it  may  suf&ce  to  observe,  that  each  of  the  two 
terms  has  a  distinct  and  separate  meaning; '  that  a  compliance  with 
both  requisites  is  necessary  to  satisfy  the  statute; "  that  an  accept- 
ance and  receipt  of  part  of  the  goods  will  be  as  operative  as  an 
acceptance  and  receipt  of  the  whole;'  that  in  cases  relating  to  the 
purchase  of  specific  goods  the  acceptance  may  precede  the  receipt 
as  well  as  follow  it  or  be  contemporaneous  with  it;  *  that  an  agent 
authorized  to  receive  goods  is  not  consequently  authorised  to  accept 
them;  ^  that  the  receipt,  which  itself  implies  delivery,^  must  be 
such  as  will  preclude  the  vendor  from  retaining  any  lien  on  the 
goods,'  and  that  the  acceptance  and  receipt  together  must  be  such 
as  will  preclude  the  purchaser  from  objecting  to  their  quantity  or 
quality.^  Indeed  the  broad  question, — which  must  be  submitted 
as  one  of  fact  to  the  jury,' — is  whether  the  circumstances  prove  a 
delivery  by  the  vendor,  and  an  acceptance  and  actual  receipt  by 
the  vendee,  intended  by  hath  parties  to  have  the  effect  of  transfer- 
ring the  right  of  possession  from  the  one  to  the  other.'"     The  mere 

1  Cusack  1!.  Eobinson,  1  B.  &  S.  299;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  261,  S.  C.  ^  Id. 

'  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  434,  per  Ld.  Campbell;  Kershaw  v.  Ogden, 
34  L.  J.,  Ex.  159;  3  H.  &  C.  717,  S.  C. 

*  Cusack  «.  Robinson,  1  B.  &  S.  299;  30  L.  J.;  Q.  B.  261,  S.  C,  resolving 
a  doubt  expressed  in  Saunders  d.  Topp,  4  Ex.  R.  390,  and  adopting  in  part  a 
dictum  of  Ld.  Campbell's  in  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  434. 

'  Nicholson  v.  Bower,  1  E.  &  E.  172;  Hansom  v.  Armitage,  5  B.  &  A. 
557;  Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  &  W.  276. 

^  Saunders  v.  Topp,  4  Ex.  R.  394,  per  Parke,  B. 

'Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  &  C.  37,  44;  3  D.  &  R.  220,  S.  C;  Maberley 
V.  Sheppard,  10  Bing.  101,  102,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B. 
&  C.  561,  577,  per  Parke,  J.;  4  M.  &  R.  455,  S.  C. ;  Tempest  v.  Fitzgerald, 
3  B.  &  A.  680,  684,  per  Holroyd,  J. ;  Carter  v.  Toussaint,  5  B.  &■  A.,  859,  per 
Bayley,  J.;  Holmes  v.  Hoskins,  9  Ex.  R.  753;  Cusack  v.  Robinson,  1  B.  &  S. 
308,  per  Blackburn,  J.;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  264,  S.  C;  Grice  v.  Richardson,  47 
L.  ,J.,  Pr.  C.  48,  50. 

8  Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  &  "W.  283,  per  Alderson,  B. ;  Smith  v.  Surman, 
9  B.  &  C.  561,  577,  per  Parke,  J.;  4  M.  &  R.  455,  S.  C;  Howe  v.  Palmer, 
3  B.  &  A.  321,  325,  per  Holroyd.  J.;  Hanson  v.  Armitage,  5  B.  &  A.  559,  per 
Abbott,  C.  J.;  Acebal  o.  Levy,  10  Bing.  384,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  In  Morton 
V.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  428,  the  Ct.  of  Q.  B.  denied  that  the  proposition  stated  in 
the  text  was  law;  but  the  judgment,  though  very  elaborate,  is  by  no  means 
satisfactory  on  this  point.  See,  also,  Parker  r.  Wallis,  5  E.  &.  B.  21;  and 
Currie  v.  Anderson,  29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  90,  per  Crompton,  J.;  2  E.  &  E.  600,  S.   C. 

'  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  441 ;  Bushel  v.  Wheeler,  id.  442,  n. 

"  Phillips  D.  Bistolli,  2  B.   &  C.  514;    recognised  in  Maberly  v.   Sheppard, 
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marking  of  goods,  therefore,  by  the  vendee  in  the  vendor's  shop, 
when  they  are  to  be  paid  for  by  ready  money,  will  not  suffice,  as 
this  act,  though  it  may  constitute  a  valid  acceptance,'  is  not  such 
a  receipt  by  the  vendee  as  will  deprive  the  vendor,  even  when  he 
assents  to  it,  of  his  right  of  lien.^ 

§  1046.  But  where  a  party,  having  agreed  to  purchase  some  wool,  §  957 
had  it  sent  to  another  warehouse  for  deposit,  and  then  weighed  it 
and  packed  it  in  his  own  sheeting,  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
acceptance  and  receipt,  though  by  the  course  of  ^dealing,  he  was 
not  to  remove  it  to  its  ultimate  place  of  destination  before  payment, 
and  no  payment  had  been  made.  The  court  considered  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  the  vendor  had  not  what  could  properly  be 
called  a  lien  on  the  wool,  but  merely  a  special  interest  in  it,  grow- 
ing out  of  his  original  ownership,  independent  of  the  actual  posses- 
sion, and  consistent  with  the  property  being  in  the  purchaser.'  So, 
where  some  horses  were  purchased  of  a  dealer  who  kept  a  livery 
stable,  and  the  buyer  directed  the  seller  to  keep  them  at  livery, 
upon  which  they  were  transferred  from  the  sale  to  the  livery  stable; 
it  was  held  that  this  direction  was  equivalent  to  an  acceptance  and 
receipt  of  the  horses,  as  the  buyer  became  liable  for  their  keep, 
which  would  not  have  been  the  case,  unless  they  had  actually  gone 
into  his  possession.*     So,  where  a  timber  merchant,  having  bought 

10  Bing.  102.  See  Curtis  v.  Pugh,  10  Q.  B.  Ill;  Saunders  v.  Topp,  4  Ex.  E. 
390;  and  Tomkinson  v.  Staight,  25  L.  J.,  C.  P.  85;  17  Com.  B.  697,  S.  C. 

I  Cusaok  V.  Robinson,  1  B.  &  S.  299;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  261,  S.  C. 

'  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  &  C.  37;  3  D.  &  E.  220,  S.  C. ;  Bill  v.  Bament,  9  M. 
&  "W.  36;  Proctor  «.  Jones,  2  C.  &  P.  532;  Kealy  v.  Tenant,  13  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.      ' 
S.  394.     These  cases  seem  virtually  to  overrule  Hodgson  v.  Le  Bret,  1  Camp. 
233;  and  Anderson  v.  Scot,  id.  235,  n.     See  Saunders  v.  Topp,  4  Ex.  E.  390; 
and  Acraman  v.  Morrice,  8  Com.  B.  449. 

3  Dodsley  v.  Varley,  12  A.  &  E.  632;  2  P.  &  D.  448,  S.  C;  Langton  v.  Hig- 
gins,  4  H.  &  N.  402;  Aldridge  v.  Johnson,  7  E.  &  B.  885;  Kershaw  v.  Ogden, 
34  L.  J.,  Ex.  159;  3  H.  &  C.  717,  S.  C.  See  Simmonds  v.  Humble,  13  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  258.  As  to  the  effect  of  handing  over  a  sample  of  the  goods,  see  Gardner 
V.  Grout,  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  340. 

'  Elmore  v.  Stone,  1  Taunt.  458;  explained  and  recognised  by  Bayley,  J., 
in  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C.  570.  See  Castle  v.  Sworder,  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  310, 
per  Ex.  Ch.;  6  H.  &  N.  828,  S.  C,  reversing  a  decision  in  Ex.,  reported  5  H. 
&  N.  281;  Carter  v.  Toussaint,  5  B.  &  A.  856;  1  D.  &  E.  515,  S.  C;  Beaumont 
V.  Brengeri,  5  Com.  B.  301;  Holmes  v.  Hoskins,  9  Ex.  E.  753;  Marvin  v. 
Wallace,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  369;  6  E.  &  B.  726,  S.  C.  See  Taylor  v.  Wakefield,  6 
E.  &  B.  765. 
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some  growing  trees  by  verbal  contract,  cut  down  six  of  them  and 
sold  the  lops  and  tops,  the  vendor  of  the  trees  was  held  to  be  too 
late  in  attempting  to  countermand  the  sale.'  So,  where  a  stack  of 
hay  had  been  purchased  by  parol,  and  afterwards  the  vendee  sold 
part  to  a  third  person,  who  removed  it,  the  jury  were  held  to  be 
justified  in  finding  an  acceptance  and  actual  receipt.^ 

§  1047.  A  person,  intrusted  with  another's  goods  to  sell,  may  ^  958 
himself  become  the  purchaser  by  parol,  and  may  do  subsequent 
acts  which  will  amount  to  an  acceptance  and  receipt  on  his  part; 
as  for  instance,  if  he  sells  them  to  a  stranger  on  his  own  account.' 
The  evidence,  however,  to  sustain  such  a  case  must  be  extremely 
clear.* 

§  1048.  Where  the  goods  are  ponderous  and  incapable  of  being  ^  959 
handed  over  from  one  to  another,  a  constructive  delivery, — such, 
for  example,  as  the  giving  up  the  key  of  the  warehouse  in  which 
they  are  deposited,  or  the  delivery  of  other  indicia  of  property, — 
will  be  sufficient."  But,  in  all  these  cases,  the  acts  of  the  parties, 
in  order  to  be  tantamount  to  a  delivery  and  actual  receipt,  must 
be  unequivocal;"  and,  therefore,  where  goods  are  lodged  with  a 
warehouseman  as  agent  for  the  vendor,  the  mere  acceptance  and 
retainer  by  the  purchaser  of  the  warrant  or  delivery  order,  will 
not  amount  to  an  actual  receipt  of  the  goods,  so  as  to  bind  the 
bargain;'  but  to  have  this  effect,  the  document  must  be  lodged 
by  the  purchaser  with  the  warehouseman,  who  must  then,  as  it 
were,  attorn  to  him,  or  in  other  words,  agree  to  hold  the  property 
henceforth  as  his  agent.' 

§  1049.  One  of  the  chief  difficulties  in  construing  this  branch    ^  960 

■  Marshall  v.  Green,  Law  Rep.,  1  C.  P.  D.  35;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  153,  S.  C. 

''  Chaplin  -c.  Rogers,  1  East,  192;  recognised  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  9  B.  &  C.  570. 
See  Stoveld  v.  Hughes,  14  East,  308;  and  Searle  v.  Keeves,  2  Esp.  598. 

3  Edan  v.  Dudfield,  1  Q.  B.  302;  4  P.  &  D.  656,  S.  C;  Lilly  white  ■!).  Deve- 
reux,  15  M.  &  "W.  289,  291.  *  Id. 

*  Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East,  195  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

«  NichoUe  v.  Plume,  1  C.  &  P.  272,  per  Best,  C.  J.;  Edan  v.  Dudfield,  1  Q. 
B.  307. 

'  M'Ewan  v.  Smith,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  309. 

8  Farina  v.  Home,  16  M.  &  W.  119,  123,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Bentall  v.  Bums,  3 
B.  &  C.  423;  5  D.  &  R.  284,  S.  C. 
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of  the  statute,  is  where  goods,  verbally  purchased,  are  delivered  to 
a  carrier  or  wharfinger  named  by  the  vendee;  and  here  it  seems 
to  have  been  once  considered,  that  such  delivery  was  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute.'  However,  it  has  since  been  held,  that  though 
the  delivery  to  the  carrier  may  be  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  the 
acceptance  of  the  carrier  is  not  an  acceptance  by  him;''  and 
therefore,  where  timber,  verbally  ordered,  was  forwarded  in  this 
manner  to  the  purchaser,  but  he  refused  to  take  it  in,  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  held  that  the  jnry  were  not  warranted  in  finding  an 
acceptance,  though  an  invoice  had  been  sent  to  the  purchaser 
and  retained  by  him,  and  though  he  had  omitted  to  give  notice  to 
the  vendor  of  his  refusal  to  take  the  goods  till  after  the  expiration 
of  more  than  a  month.''  It  is  true  that,  under  somewhat  similar 
circumstances,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  pronounced  an 
opposite  decision;  but  in  that  case  the  vendee  did  not  reject  the 
goods  for  seven  months;  and  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge  rested  his 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  inspection  of  the  goods  was  to 
be  made  within  a  reasonable  time.*  Whether  this  distinction  can 
be  supported  is  another  question;  but  thus  much  is  at  least 
clear, — that  if  a  purchaser,  who  has  the  right  of  approval,  retains 
for  an  unreasonable  time  goods  which  have  been  delivered  to 
him,  he  will  lose  his  right  to  object  to  them,  and  his  conduct 
will  amount  to  an  acceptance;*  and  further,  the  same  rule  will 
hold,  if  the  goods  have  been  delivered  to  a  general  agent  of  the 
purchaser,  who  was  authorised  by  him  to  examine  their  quality." 
It  is  also  clear,  that,  if  the  purchaser  of  goods  takes  upon  himself 

'  Hart.  V.  Sattley,  3  Camp.  528,  per  Chambre,  J.  See  Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T. 
R.  330;  and  Dutixjn  v.  Solomonson,  3  B.  &  P.  582. 

^  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W.  656,  per  Parke,  B.  See  Acebal  v.  Levy,  10 
Bing.  376;  4  M.  &  Sc.  217,  S.  C;  Coats  v.  Chaplin,  3  Q.  B.  483;  Nicholson  v. 
Bower,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  97;  1  E.  &  E.  172,  S.  C. 

3  Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  &  W.  277;  Meredith  v.  Meigh,  2  E.  &  B.  364; 
Hunt  V.  Hecht,  8  Ex.  E.  814;  Hart  v.  Bush,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  271;  E.  B.  &E.  494_ 
S.  C;  Coombs  v.  Bristol  &  Ex.  Ey.  Co.,  27  L.  J.,  Ex.  401;  Smith  v.  Hudson,  34 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  145;  6  B.  &  S.  431,  S.  C. 

*  Bushel  V.  Wheeler,  8  Jur.  532;  15  Q.  B.  442,  n.,  S.  C;  explained  by 
Alderson,  B.,  in  14  M.  &  W.  282.  See,  also,  Currie  v.  Anderson,  29  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  87;  2  E.  &  E.  592,  S.  C. 

'  Coleman  v.  Gibson,  1  M,  &  Eob.  168,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Norman  v, 
Phillips,  14  M.  &  W.  279,  per  Alderson,  B. ;  Bowes  v.  Pontifex,  3  Post.  &  Pin. 
739,  per  Bramwell,  B. 

«  Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  &  W.  283,  per  Alderson,  B. 
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to  exercise  a  dominion  over  them,  and  deals  with  them  in  a 
manner  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  property  continuing  in  the 
vendor, — as,  for  instance,  if  he  changes  their  origina}  destination, 
and  resells  them  to  a  third  party  at  a  profit, — the  jury  will  be 
justified  in  finding  that  he  has  accepted  the  goods  and  actually 
received  them,  though  they  have  been  merely  delivered  to  his 
carriers,  and  he  himself  has  never  seen  them.^ 

§  1050.  The  Will  Act,' — which  came  into  operation  on  the  1st  J  964 
of  January,  1838, — has  efPected  extensive  amendments  in  the  law 
respecting  these  instruments;  and  it  will  here  be  expedient  to 
notice  such  of  the  alterations  as  relate  to  the  execution  of  wills. 
By  this  Act,  which  we  owe  to  the  enlightened  exertions  of  Lord 
Langdale,  every  will,  codicil,  or  other  testamentary  disposition, — 
including  appointments  made  by  will,  or  by  writing  in  the  nature 
of  a  will,  in  exercise  of  any  power,'  whether  such  power  were 
created  before  or  after  the  Act  came  into  operation,*  but  excluding 
nuncupative  wills,  disposing  of  personal  estate,  made  by  soldiers 
in  actual  military  service,  or  by  seamen  and  mariners  at  sea,^ — 
must,  if  made,  or  re-executed,  or  re-published,  or  revived  by  any 
codicil,  on  or  after  the  Ist  of  January,  1838,'*  be  in  writing,  "and 
be  signed  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof  by  the  testator,  or  by  some 
other  person  in  his  presence'  and  by  his  direction;  and  such  signa- 
ture shall  be  made  or  acknowledged  by  the  testator  in  the  presence 
of  two  or  more  witnesses  present  at  the  same  time,  and  such  wit- 
nesses shall  attest  and  shall  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator,  but  no  form  of  attestation  shall  be  necessary."  * 
Appointments  by  will,  if  executed  in  this  manner,  are  valid, 
although     the   power,    under    which   they  were    made,  expressly 

'  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  428,  explained  by  Martin,  B.,  in  Huntu  Hecht, 
8  Ex.  E.  818. 

M  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  26.  »  ?§  1  &  10. 

*  Hubbard  v.  Lees,  35  L.  J.,  Ex.  169;  1  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  255;  4  H.  &  C. 
418,  S.  C. 

*  §  11.  As  to  nuncupative  wills,  see  post,  §  1062,  and  1  "Will,  on  Ex.  62 — 
89.  M  34.  '  Kevil  v.  Lynch,  I.  R.,  8Eq.  244. 

'  ?  9.  ?  7  of  the  Indian  Will  Act,  No.  25,  of  1838,  contains  the  same 
language,  with  the  single  omission  of  the  words  "shall  attest  and  "  after 
"  witnesses,"  and  before  "  shall  subscribe."  This  alteration  makes  no  differ- 
ence in  the  construction,  per  Ld.  Brougham  in  Casement  v.  Fulton,  5  Moo.  P. 
C.  E.  137. 
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requires  some  additional  solemnity  inthe  execution;'  and  all  wills, 
executed  as  above  stated,  shall  be  deemed  good  without  other 
publication.^ 

§  1051.  An  exception,  indeed,  is  recognised  as  to  the  wills  of  ?  965 
petty  officers  and  seamen  in  the  Royal  Navy,  and  non-commis- 
sioned officers  of  marines,  and  marines,  so  far  as  relates  to  their 
wages,  pay,  prize-money,  bounty-money,  allowances,  and  moneys 
payable  in  respect  of  services  in  her  Majesty's  Navy;  ^  for  with 
the  view  of  preventing  irauds,  to  which  seafaring  men  are  sup- 
posed to  be  more  than  ordinarily  subject,  these  wills  must  be 
drawn,  executed,  and  attested  in  a  more  formal  manner  than 
instruments  made  by  other  persons,  who  are  presumed  to  have 
greater  experience.* 

§  1052.  In  contrasting  these  provisions  with  those  contained  in  ^  966 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,^  it  will  be  observed,  first,  that  they  are  not 
confined,  as  in  the  Act  of  Charles  II.,  to  devises  disposing  of  free- 
hold realty,  but  that  they  apply  equally  to  all  wills,  whether  ot  free- 
hold, copyhold,  or  personal  estate;  secondly,  that  two  attesting 
witnesses  are  sufficient  and  necessary  in  all  cases,  while  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  required  the  signature  of  at  least  three  to  all  devises  of 
freehold  realty,  but  was  silent  as  to  other  wills;  thirdly,  that  the 
testator  must  make  or  acknowledge "  his  signature  in  the  actual  con- 
temporaneous presence  of  these  witnesses,  though  this  was  not 
necessary  under  the  former  Act;  and  fourthly,  that  the  -will  must 
be  signed  "  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof,"  whereas,  in  former  -mils,  the 
signature  was  valid,  if  it  appeared  on  any  part  of  the  instrument.' 

'  §  10.  See,  however,  and  compare  Buckell  v.  Bleakhom,  5  Hare,  131 ; 
CoUard  v.  Sampson,  16  Beav.  543 ;  S.  C.  on  appeal,  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  224 ; 
West  V.  Eay,  1  Kay,  385  ;  Taylor  v.  Meads,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  203  ;  4  De  Gex,  J. 
&  S.  597,  S.  C,  per  Ld.  Westbury ;  and  Smith  v.  Adkins,  14  Law  Rep.,  Eq., 
462,  per  Ld.  Eomilly. 

'  I  13.  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "publication  of  a  will,"  see 
Vincent  v.  Bp.  of  Sodor  &  Man,  4  De  Gex  &  Sm.  294,  and  cases  there  cited. 

'  ?  12. 

*  11  G.  4  &  1  W.  4,  c.  20,  U  48—50 ;  28  &  29  V.,  c.  72,  &  c.  112,  §  1. 

5  29  C.  2,  c.  3,  ?  5  ;  7  W.  3,  c.  12,  §  3,  Ir. 

«  See  Morritt  v.  Douglas,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  10  ;  3  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D. 
1,  S.  C.  '  Post,  I  1057. 

(3771) 


902  ATTESTATION   UNDER   WILL   ACT.  [pAET   II. 

It  has  been  further  laid  down  as  a  rule  deducible  from  the  spirit,  if 
not  from  the  express  language,  of  the  Act,  that  both  the  attesting 
witnesses  must  subscribe  the  will  at  the  same  time,  and  in  each 
other's  presence;  and  therefore,  where  a  will  was  signed  in  the 
presence  of  a  single  witness  who  then  attested  it, — and  subse- 
quently, the  testator,  in  the  presence  of  this  witness  and  another, 
acknowledged  his  signature,  whereupon  the  second  witness  also 
subscribed  the  will, — this  was  held  to  be  insufficient,  though  on 
the  second  occasion  the  first  witness  had  acknowledged,  but  had 
not  re-written,  his  own  signature.'  So,  where  one  of  the  witnesses 
to  a  will,  on  the  occasion  of  its  .being  re-executed  in  his  presence, 
retraced  his  signature  with  a  dry  pen,^  and  where  another  wit- 
ness, under  similar  circumstances,  corrected  an  error  in  his 
name  as  previously  written,  and  added  the  date,^  the  court  held 
that  neither  of  these  acts  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
statute,  which,  in  requiring  the  actual  subscription  of  the  witnesses, 
rendered  it  incumbent  on  them  to  do  some  act  that  should  be 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  that  should  amount 
to  such  a  signature  as  would  be  descriptive  of  the  witness,  whether 
by  a  mark,  or  by  initials,  or  by  vyriting  the  full  name.* 

§    1053.  As   the   word  "presence,"  mentioned    in   the   statute,    I  967 
means  not  only  a  bodily,  but  a  mental,  presence,  the  Act  will  not 
be    satisfied,    if    either   of   the  witnesses   be   insane,    intoxicated, 
asleep,  or,  it  would  seem,  even  blind  *  or  inattentive,  at    the    time 
when  the  will   is  signed   or  acknowledged;  *  and    so  strictly  has 


^  Casement  v.  Pulton,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  139  ;  Moore  v.  King,  3  Curt.  243 ; 
In  re  Simmonds,  id.  79  ;  In  re  Allen,  2  Curt.  331  ;  Slack  v.  Eusteed,  6  Ir. 
Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  1.  See,  however,  Faulds ii.  Jackson,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  Supp.  I.; 
and  In  re  "Webb,  1  Deane,  Ec.  E.  1,  in  which  last  eaa,e,  Sir  J.  Dodson,  on  the 
authority  of  an  unreported  decision  of  Sir  H.  Fust,  in  Chodwick  v.  Palmer, 
held  that  the  witnesses  need  not  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of  each 
other.     Therefore,  qusere. 

^  Playne  v.  Scriven,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  222,  per  Sir  H.  Fust ;  1  Eoberts. 
772,  S.  C.     See  post,  §  lUS. 

'  Hindmarsh  v.  Charlton,  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  160. 

*  In  re  Enyon,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  52  ;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  92,  S.  C. 

^  See  In  re  Mullen,  I.  E.,  5  Eq.  309,  where  a  blind  testator  was  held  capable 
of  acknowledging  his  signature  to  his  will. 

'  Hudson  V.  Parker,  1  Eoberts.  24,  per  Br.  Lushington. 
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this  rule  been  interpreted,  that  where  a  testator  had  acknowledged 
a  paper  to  be  his  will  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  but  these 
persons  had  neither  seen  him  sign  it,  nor  seen  his  signature  at 
the  time  of  their  subscription,  a  prayer  for  probate  was  rejected, 
though  both  the  witnesses  admitted  that  they  had  seen  the  tes- 
tator writing  the  paper,  and  the  will,  when  produced,  actually  bore 
his  signature.' 

§  1054  A  somewhat  less  stringent  construction  has  been  put  on  ?  968 
that  part  of  the  Act  which  requires  the  witnesses  to  subscribe  in 
the  presence  of  the  testator;  and,  although,  if  their  signatures  were 
not  attached  in  the  testator's  room,  proof  would  be  required  to 
show  that  he  was  in  such  a  position  as  to  have  seen  them  write,  ^ 
yet  where  the  testator,  being  in  bed,  did  not  exactly  see  one  of  the 
witnesses  sign,  in  consequence  of  a  curtain  being  drawn,  but  both  > 
the  witnesses  had  really  signed  in  his  room,  and  in  each  other's 
presence,  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate.^  This  distinction  has 
been  adopted  in  consequence  of  the  vast  difference  which  exists"  in 
the  relative  importance  of  the  two  acts,  and  in  the  objects  they  are 
intended  to  answer.  The  witnesses  are  to  see  the  signature  made 
or  acknowledged,  because  they  are  subsequently  to  attest  it;  but 
they  are  to  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the  testator, 
chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  formally  completing  it;  and  although 
they  cannot  depose  to  the  signature  of  the  testator  being  made  or 
acknowledged  in  their  presence,  unless  they  see  the  act,  they  may 
bear  witness  to  their  subscription  in  the  presence  of  the  testator, 
though  he  did  not  actually  see  them  sign.* 

§  1055.  In  enacting  that  the  testator  must  "  make  or  acknow-    §  969 
ledge  "  his  signature  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  the  Legislature 
did  not  intend  to  confine  the  acknowledgment  to  cases  where  the 


'  Hudson  V.  Parker,  1  Roberts.  14;  Blake  v.  Blake,  51  L.  J.,  P.  &  D.  36, 
per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.,  7  Pr.  D.  102,  S.  C.  But  see  Smith  v.  Smith,  35  L.  J., 
Pr.  &  Mat.  65;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  143,  S.  C. 

^  Norton  v.  Earett,  Deane,  Eo.  E.  259.     Ante,  §  163. 

'  Newton  v.  Clarke,  2  Curt.  320.  But  see  Tribe  v.  Tribe,  7  Ec  &  Mar.  Cas. 
132;  1  Eoberts.  775,  S.  C;  In  re  Kellick  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  2;  S.  C.  nom. 
In  re  Killick,  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  578.     Ante,  |  163. 

*  Hudson  V.  Parker,  1  Eoberts.  35,  36,  per  Dr.  Lushingtou. 
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signature  was  made  "  by  some  other  person  "  than  the  testator, 
but  meant  it  to  apply  equally  to  those  cases  where  the  signature 
had  been  previously  made  by  himself.'  In  making  the  acknow- 
ledgment,^ it  is  not  necessary  that  the  testator  should  actually 
point  out  to  the  witness  his  name,  and  say,  "  This  is  my  name 
or  my  handwriting; "  but  if  he  states  that  the  whole  instrument 
was  written  by  himself,^  or  if  he  produces  a  paper  as  his  will,  and 
requests  the  witnesses  to  put  their  names  underneath  his,*  or  if  he 
intimates  by  gestures  that  he  has  signed  the  will,  and  that  he 
wishes  the  witnesses  to  attest  it,^  or  even,  it  seems,  if  he  shows  a 
paper  in  his  handwriting  to  the  witnesses  and  desires,  or  allows  a 
bystander  to  desire,"  them  to  sign  it,  without  stating  that  such 
paper  is  his  will,'  this  will  be  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  of  his 
signature,  provided  it  clearly  appears  that,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  statement  or  producing  the  document,  the  signature  was  really 
affixed,  and  was  actually  seen  by  the  witnesses  when  they  signed 
at  the  testator's  request.  Unless,  however,  the  judge  is  satisfied 
that  the  witnesses,  before  they  subscribed  the  will,  either  saw  the 
testator  sign  it  or  saw  his  signature  attached  to  it,  he  must  pro- 
nounce against  its  validity,  for  the  statute  ■  requires,  not  that  the 
mil,  but  that  the  signature,  should  be  attested.*  It  follows  from 
this  rule,  that  if  the  witnesses  sign  before  the  testator  the  will  is 
void,  though  the  testator  immediately  afterwards  affixes  his  signa- 


'  In  re  Cornelius  Ryan,  1  Curt.  908,  recognised  in  Ilott  v.  Genge,  3  Curt. 
174. 

'  The  acknowledgment  may  be  made  by  a  blind  testator,  In  re  Mullen, 
I.  E.,  5  Eq.  309. 

'  Blake  ».  Knight,  3  Curt.  563. 

*  Gaze  V.  Gaze,  3  Curt.  451.  '  In  re  Davies,  2  Roberts.  377. 

*  See  Faulds  v.  Jackson,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  Supp.  x.,  per  Ld.  Brougham; 
Inglesant  v.  Inglesant,  3  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  172;  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  43, 
S.  C. 

'  '  Keigwin  v.  Keigwin,  3  Curt.  607;  In  re  Ashmore,  id.  758,  per  Sir  H. 
Fust;  In  re  Bosanquet,  2  Roberts.  577 ;  In  re  Dinmore,  id.  641 ;  In  re 
Jones,  Deane,  Ec.  R.  3. 

*  Hudson  V.  Parker,  1  Roberts.  14;  Blake  v.  Blake,  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  377,  per 
Ct.  of  App.  ;  S.  C.  in  Prob.  Div.,  51  L.  J.,  P.  &  D.,  37,  per  Ct.  of  App.; 
and  L.  R.,  7  Pr.  D.  102;  Ilott «.  Genge,  3  Curt.  175,  181;  Countess  de  Zichy 
Ferraris  v.  M.  of  Hertford,  3  Curt.  479;  In  re  Summers,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas. 
562;  2  Roberts.  295,  S.  C;  In  re  Pearsons,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  177;  Fischer 
'v.  Popham,  3  Law  Rep.,  P.  &D.  246;  44  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  47,  S.  C. 
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ture  in  their   presence,  and  though    they   subsequently  seal  the 
document.' 

§  1056.  But  it  is  not  absolutely  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  will  i  970 
that  positive  affirmative  evidence  should  be  given  by  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses,  that  the  testator  either  signed  it,  or  acknowledged 
his  signature  to  it,  in  their  presence,  since  the  court  may  presume 
due  execution  under  the  circumstances.^  Thus,  where,  three  years 
after  the  supposed  execution,  the  witnesses  deposed  that  they  went 
to  the  house  of  the  deceased,  who,  as  writer  to  an  attorney,  was 
presumed  to  be  conversant  with  business,  to  see  him  sign  his 
will ;  that  he  then  produced  a  paper,  telling  them  that  it  was 
his  will  and  in  his  handwriting;  that  he  read  over  the  attestation 
clause,  and. the  introductory  words,  and  pointed  out  a  mistake 
which  had  been  rectified  in  the  body  of  the  instrument;  that  he 
did  not  sign  in  their  presence;  that  when  they  attested  the  paper 
no  seal  was  upon  it,  but  they  could  not  positively  swear  that 
there  was  no  signature;  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust  granted  probate, 
though  the  will,  when  produced,  was  not  only  signed  but  sealed.' 
So,  also,  if  the  will  contains  an  attestation  clause,  and  purports 
to  be  duly  signed  by  the  testator  and  two  witnesses,  the  court  will 
prima  facie  presume,  in  the  absence  or  death  of  the  witnesses,  or 
in  the  event  of  their  not  remembering  the  facts  attendant  on  the 
execution,  that  the  statute  has  been  complied  with,  and  that 
omnia  rit5  esse  acta.*     The  same  presumption  has  been   recog- 

'  In  re  Byrd,  3  Ciirt.  117;  In  re  Olding,  2  id.  865;  Cooper  v.  Bockett,  3  id. 
648;  4  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  419,  S.  C;  Burke  v.  Moore,  I.  R.,  9  Eq.  609. 

^  See  Doe  v.  Davies,  9  Q.  B.  650,  per  Ld.  Denman;  ante,  J  149. 

'  Blake  v.  Knight,  3  Curt.  547,  562.  See,  also,  Beckett  v.  Howe,  39  L.  J., 
Pr.  &  Mat.  1;  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  1,  S.  C.  ;  Olver  v.  Johns,  39  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  7;  Kelly  v.  Keatlnge,  I.  R.,  5  Eq.  174;  In  re  Janaway,  44  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&Mat.  6. 

'  Wright  V.  Sanderson,  53  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  49,  nom.  Re  Sanderson,  "Wright 
V.  Sanderson,  S.  C. ;  and  L.  R.,  9  P.  D.  149,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  Times,  28  Feb., 
1884;  Burgoyne  v.  Showier,  1  Roberts.  5,  per  Dr.  Lushington;  Hitch  w.  Wells,  10 
Beav.  84;  In  re  Leach,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  92,  per  Sir  H.  Fust;  Leech  v.  Bates,  1 
Roberts.  714;  In  re  Rees,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  56;  Brenchley «.  Still,  2*Roberts. 
162,  175—177;  Thomson  v.  Hall,  2  id.  426;  In  re  Holgate,  1  Swab.  &  Trist 
261;  Lloyd  v.  Roberts,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  158;  Foot  v.  Stanton,  Deane,  Ec. 
E.  19;  Reeves  v.  Lindsay,  I.  R.,  3  Eq.  509;  Vinnicombe  v.  Butler,  34  L.  J., 
Pr.  &  Mat.  18;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  580,  S.  C;  Smith  v.  Smith,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  65;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  143,  S.  C;  O'Meagher  v.  O'Meagher,  11  L.  E., 
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nised,  even  in  cases  where  no  attestation  clause  was  attached  to 
the  will/  and  where  circumstances  existed,  which  a  non  legal  mind 
might  well  deem  sufficiently  suspicious  to  justify  a  very  different 
inference.^ 


§  1057.  It  was  at  one  time  thought,  that  the  clause  requiring  the  §  971 
testator  to  sign  "  at  the  foot  or  end "  of  the  testament  would 
be  satisiied,  though  the  will  itself  were  wholly  written  on  the  first 
side  of  a  sheet  of  paper,  and  the  attestation  and  signature  were 
attached  to  the  second,  or  even  the  third  side.^  This  sensible 
view  of  the  law  has  constantly  been  entertained  by  the  judges  in 
Ireland;*  but  imfortunately  in  England  a  far  more  strict  con- 
struction was  ultimately  put  upon  the  words  of  the  Act,  and  the 
consequence  was  that  very  many  wills,  which  unquestionably  ought 
to  have  been  adraitted  to  proof,  were  refused  probate,  because 
the  testator  had  inadvertently  permitted  a  trifling  blank  space 
to  be  interposed  between  the  final  word  of  the  instrument  and 
his  signature.'      The   mischiefs  caused  by   this    most  injudicious 


Ir.  117.     See  Croft  D.   Croft,   4  Swab.   &  Trist.   10;  and  Wright  v.  .Rogers,  38 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  67;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  678,  S.-  C. 

'  In  re  Thomas,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  2.55,  per  Sir  C.  Cresswell ;  Gwillim  v. 
Gwillim,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  31 ;  3  Swab.  &  Trist..  200,  S.  C;  Vinnicombe  v. 
Butler,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  18;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  580,  S.  C. 

''  Trotti).  Skidmore,  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  12;  In  re  Huckvale,  36  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  84;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  375,  S.  C;  In  re  Peam,  45  L.  J.,  P.  D.  & 
A.  31;  L.  E.,  1  P.  T>.  70,  S.  C.  But  see  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  53;  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  451,  S.  C. 

3  In  re  Gore,  3  Curt.  758;  In  re  Carver,  id.  29. 

*  Derinzy  v.  Turner.  1  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  341. 

5  See  Smee  v.  Bryer,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  404;  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  20,  406,  and 
Suppl.  xli.  to  same  vol.  S.  C. ;  In  re  Howell,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  555  ;  In  re 
Corder,  id.  556  ;  In  re  Attridge,  id.  597.  Where  the  testator  signed  the 
will  between  testimonium  clause  and  certain  words  descriptive  merely 
of  the  witnesses,  probate  was  granted;  In  re  Cotton,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  307. 
See,  also,  In  re  Beadle,  1  Eoberts.  749;  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  43,  S.  C;  In  re 
Standley,  1  Eoberts.  755;  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  69,  S.  C;  In  re  Brown,  1 
Eoberts.*  710;  In  re  Banly,  id.  751  ;  In  re  Hellings,  id.  753;  In  re  Hearn, 
2  Eoberts.  112;  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  266,  S.  C.  ;  In  re  Odell,  7  Ec.  &  Mar. 
Cas.  267—271  ;  In  re  Batten,  id.  288  ;  2  Roberts.  124,  S.  C.  ;  Holbeck  v. 
Holbeck,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  294;  2  Eoberts.  126,  S.  C;  In  re  Minty,  7  Ec. 
&  Mar.  Cas.  374—378;  cases  collected,  id.  543—552  ;  In  re  Hill,  2  Eoberts. 
114;  In  re  White,  id.  194. 
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interpretation  of  the  statute  became  at  last  so  serious  as  to  require 
the  interference  of  the  Legislature;  and  in  1852,  Lord  Chancellor 
St.  Leonards,  to  his  very  great  credit,  obtained  the  assent  of  Parlia- 
ment to  an  Act,'  which,  if  it  be  not  drawn  by  the  hand  of  a  master, 
has  at  least  had  the  effect  of  remedying  the  principal  evils  that 
arose  from  the  former  law. 


§  1058.  The  first  section  of  this  Act, — after  reciting  that,  under  §  972 
the  statute  7  W.  4  &  1  V.,  c.  26,  no  will  is  valid  unless  it  be 
"  signed  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof  by  the  testator,  or  by  some 
person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  direction," — goes  on  to  enact, 
that  "  Every  will  shall,  so  far  only  as  regards  the  position  of  the 
signature  of  the  testator,  or  of  the  person  signing  for  him  as 
aforesaid,  be  deemed  to  be  valid  within  the  said  enactment,  as 
explained  by  this  Act,  if  the  signature  shall  be  so  placed  at,  or 
after,  or  following,  or  under,  or  beside,  or  opposite  ^  to  the  end  of 
the  will,  that  it  shall  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will  that  the 
testator  intended  to  give  effect  by  such  his  signature  to  the 
writing  signed  as  his  will,^  and  that  no  such  will  shall  be  affected 
by  the  circumstance  that  the  signature  shall  not  follow  or  be 
immediately  after  the  foot  or  end  of  the  will,  or  by  the  circum- 
stance that  a  blank  space  shall  intervene  between  the  concluding 
word  of  the  will  and  the  signature,  or  by  the  circumstance  that  ' 
the  signature  shall  be  placed  among  the  words  of  the  testimonium 
clause  or  of  the  clause  of  attestation,*  or  shall  follow  or  be  after 
or  under  the  clause  of  attestation,  either  with  or  without  a  blank 
space  intervening,  or  shall  follow,  or  be  after,'  or  under,  or  beside 

•  1 15  &  16  v.,  c.  24. 

•  2  In  re  'Williams,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  2;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  T>.  4,  S.  C;  In 
re  Coombs,  36  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  25:  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  302,  S.  C. 

3  See  Cook  v.  Lambert,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.'  93;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  46, 
S.  C. ;  where  a  signature  written  on  a  piece  of  paper,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously wafered  to  the  foot  of  the  will,  was  held  sufficient.  See,  also.  In  re 
Gausden,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  362  ;  In  re  Hammond,  3  id.  90;  32  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  200,  S.  C;  In  re  West,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  182;  In  re  Wright,  34 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  104;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  35,  S.  C.  But  see  In  re  M'Key,  I.  E., 
11  Eq.  220. 

*  In  re  Mann,  28  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  19;  In  re  Casmore,  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  & 
D.  653;  38  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  54,  S.  C. 

^  In  re  Puddephatt,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  97;  39  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  84, 
S.  C. ;  In  re  Jones,  46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  80. 
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the  names  or  one  of. the  names  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  or 
by  the  circumstances  that  the  signature  shall  be  on  a  side  or  page 
or  other  portion  of  the  paper  or  papers  containing  the  will,  whereon 
no  clause  or  paragraph  or  disposing  part  of  the  will  shall  be 
written  above  the  signature, '  or  by  the  circumstance  that  there 
shall  appear  to  be  sufficient  space  on  or  at  the  bottom  of  the  pre- 
ceding side,  or  page,  or  other  portion  of  the  same  paper  on  which 
the  will  is  written,  to  contain  the  signature;"  and  the  enumeration 
of  the  above  circumstances  shall  not  restrict  the  generality  of  the 
above  enactment;  ^  but  no  signature  under  the  said  Act  or  this 
Act  shall  be  operative  to  give  effect  to  any  disposition  or  direction 
which  is  underneath  *  or  which  follows  it,  ^  nor  shall  it  give  effect 
to  any  disposition  or  direction  inserted  after  the  signature  shall  be 
made." " 


§  1059.  Although  the  testator  for  obvious  reasons  is  required  to  §  973 
sign  the  will  "  at  the  foot  thereof, "  it  is  somewhat  remarkable 
that  the  Will  Act  points  out  no  place  for  the  signature  of  the 
witnesses.  The  most  convenient,  and  therefore  the  most  proper, 
place  undoubtedly  is  under,  or  by  the  side  of,  the  signature  of  the 
testator  ;  but  the  selection  of  such  a  locality  is  by  no  means 
essential ;  and  the  testament  has  been  deemed  duly  executed,  even 
where  the  attestation  clause  and  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses 
were  indorsed  upon  it.'     The  Court,  however,  in  all  these  cases 


'  In  re  Archer,  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  252;  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  80,  S.  C. 

'  Hunt  V.  Hunt,  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  209;  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  135,  S.  C. ; 
In  re  Rice,  I.  R.,  5  Eq.  176. 

^  See  In  re  Wotton,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  14;  3  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  159, 
S.  C. 

*See  InreKimpton,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  153,  per  Wilde,  J.  O.;  3  Swab. 
&Trist.  427,  S.  C.;  In  re  Woodley,  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  429;  In  re  Jones,  34 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  41;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  1,  S.  C;  In  re  Powell,  34  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&Mat.  107;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  34,  S.  C;  In  re  Ainsworth,  2  Law  Rep.,  P. 
&  D.  151. 

'  See  Sweetland  v.  Sweetland,  4  Swab.  &  Tiist.  6;  In  re  Birt,  2  Law  Rep., 
P.  &  D.  214;  S.  C.  nom.  In  re  Burt,  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  26;  In  re  Dilkes,  3 
Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  166;  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  38,  S.  C. 

"  These  provisions  apply  to  wills  already  made,  see  §  2. 

'  In  re  Chamney,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  70,  1  Roberts.  757,  S.  C.  See  In 
re  Taylor,  2  Roberts.  411. 
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must  be  satisfied  that  the  signatures,  wherever  placed,  were  really- 
intended  to  attest  the  operative  signature  of  the  testator.' 

§  1060.  Under  the  Will  Act  of  1838,  as  under  the  Statute  §  974 
of  Frauds,  the  testator  may  have  his  hand  guided  by  another 
person,"  or  he  may  sign  by  his  mark  or  initials  only,^  though  his 
name  does  not  appear,  or  though  a  wrong  name  does  by  mistake 
appear,*  in  the  body  of  the  will;^  and  the  attesting  witnesses,  whether 
they  can  write  or  not,  may  also  sign  as  marksmen;'  and  if  one  of 
them  can  neither  read  nor  write,  he  may  still  sign  his  name 
by  having  his  hand  guided  by  the  other.'  It  has  even  been 
held  sufficient  for  witnesses  to  subscribe  the  will  by  their  initals.' 
In  conformity  also  with  the  provisions  in  the  Will  Act  that  "  no 
form  of  attestation  shall  be  necessary,"  it  has  been  held,  that 
a  mere  subscription  of  two  names,  without  any  memorandum  to 
show  that  the  parties  have  subscribed  as  witnesses,  will  satisfy 
the  requirements  of   the  statute.^     Again,  under  either  Act,  any 

1  PMpps  V.  Hale,  3  Law  Eep.,  B.  &  D.  166. 

»  Wilson  V.  Beddard,  12  Sim.  28. 

=  Baker  v.  Denning,  8  A.  &  E.  94;  3  N.  &  P.  228,  S.  C. ;  In  re  Blewitt;  49 
L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  31;  L.  E.,  5  P.  D.  116,  S.  C.  Where  a  testator  has  signed 
by  a  mark,  no  collateral  inquiry  will  be  allowed  as  to  his  capacity  to  have 
written  his  name,  id. ;  and  no  proof  is  required  that  the  will  was  read  over 
to  him,  Clark  v.  Clark,  I.  E. ,  2  C.  L.  395.  Sealing  a  will  is  not  a  sufficient 
signing,  Smith  v.  Evans,  1  Wils.  313;  Grayson  v.  Atkinson,  2  Ves.  Sen.  459. 

*  In  re  Donee,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  593;  In  re  Clarke,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  22. 

*  In  re  Bryce,  2  Curt.  325. 

«  In  re  Amiss,  2  Eoberts.  116;  Clark  v.  Clark,  3  L.  E.,  Ir.  306;  S.  C.  on 
App.,  5  L.  E.,  Ir.  57.  But  an  attesting  witness  cannot  subscribe  a  will  in 
another  person's  name;  Pryor  v.  Pryor,  29  L;  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  114. 

'  Harrison  v.  Elvin,  3  Q.  B.  117;  In  re  Lewis,  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  153; 
In  re  Frith,  57  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  6;  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  8,  S.  C. ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis, 
2;Swab.  &  Trist.  153;  Eoberts  v.  PhUlips,  4  E.  &  B.  450. 

"s  In  re  Christian,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  265,  per  Sir  H.  Fust;  2  Eoberts.  110, 
S.  C;  In  re  Blewitt,  49  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  31;  L.  E.,  5  P.  D.  116,, S.  C.  See 
In  re  Trevanion,  2  Eoberts.  311;  Charlton  v.  Hindmarsh,  1  Swab.  &  Trist. 
433;  S.  C,  28  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  132;  S.  C.  at  Nisi  Prius,  1  Fost.  &  Fin. 
540;  S.  C.  nom.  Hindmarsh  u.  Charlton,  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  160,  cited  ante, 
?  1052,  n.  3.  See,  too,  In  re  Sperling,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  25,  where  a  wit- 
ness, instead  of  signing  his  name,  wrote  "  servant  to  M.  S."  and  this  was  held 
suflScient;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  272,  S.  C.  But  where  an  infirm  witness,  intend- 
ing to  sign  his  name,  could  only  write  "  Saml."  and  omitted  his  surname,  the 
signature  was  held  to  be  insufficient;  In  re  Maddock,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  29; 
3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  169,  S.  C. 

"  Bryan  v.  White,  2  Eoberts,  315.  See  Griffiths  v.  Griffiths,  41  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  14;  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  300,  S.  C. 

(3779) 


910  INCORPORATION  OF  PAPERS  IN  WILLS.  [PART  II. 

person,  even  though  he  be  one  of  the  two  attesting  witnesses, 
may  write,'  or  even  stamp,"  the  testator's  signature  by  his  direc- 
tion; and  where  the  drawer  of'  a  will,  being  requested  by  the  tes- 
tator to  sign  for  him,  put  his  own  signature  to  the  instrument, 
this  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  as  the  Act  does  not  say  that  the 
signature  must  bear  the  testator's  name.^  The  witnesses,  how- 
ever, must  attest  the  will,  either  by  their  signature  or  their  marks, 
and  probate  has  been  refused  when  a  stranger,  at  the  request  of 
the  testator,  bad  signed  for  one  of  the  witnesses  who  was  unable 
to  write.* 


§  1061.  It  may  be  stated,  with  regard  to  the  incorporation  of  I  975 
papers  in  wills,  that  here,  as  in  other  documents,  a  paper  imperfect 
in  itself  may,  by  clear  reference  to  it  as  an  existing  document,^  be 
so  identified  with  an  instrument  validly  executed  as  to  form  part  of 
it,  and  if  this  be  the  case,  the  defect  of  authentication  arising  from 
such  paper  being  unattested  or  unexecuted  will  be  cured.*  Unat- 
tested wills    and    codicils    have  thus  constantly  been  set  up  by 


1  Smith  V.  Harris,  1  Roberts.  262;  In  re  Bailey,  1  Curt.  914. 

=>  Jenkins  v.  Gaisford,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  122;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  93,  S.  C. 
See  Bennett  v.  Brumfltt,  37  L.  .J.,  C.  P.  25;  2  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  28,  S.  C;  and 
ante,  §  1029. 

^  In  re  Clark,  2  Curt.  329.  See,  also,  In  re  Blair,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas. 
528. 

*  In  re  Cope,  2  Roberts.  335;  In  re  Duggins,  39  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  24. 

*  Singleton  v.  Tomlinson,  L.  R.,  3  App.  Cas.  404,  per  H.  L.  (I.);  S.  C.  in 
Ct.  below,  nom.  Watson  v.  Arundell,  I.  R.,  11  Eq.  53;  In  re  Kehoe,  13  L. 
R.,  Ir.  13;  Dickinson  o.  Stidolph,  11  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  341;  Van  Straubenzee 
V.  Monck,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  21;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  6,.S.  C;  In  re  Greves, 
28  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  28;  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  250,  8.'  C. ;  Allen  v.  Maddock,  11  Moo. 
P.  C.  E.  427;  In  re  Almosnino,  29  L.  J.,  P.  &  Mat.  46;  1  Swab.  &  Trist. 
508,  S.  C;  In  re  Brewis,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  124;  3  Swab.  &  Ti-ist.  473, 
S.  C;  In  re  Luke,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  105;  In  re  Lady  Ti-uro,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  89;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  201,  S.  C;  In  re  Sunderland,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  82;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  198,  S.  C;  In  re  Watkins,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  14;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  19,  S.  C;  In  re  Dallow,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
81;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  189,  S.  C.     See  post,  ?  1195,  ad  fin. 

"  Countess  de  Zichy  Ferraris  v.  M.  of  Hertford,  3  Curt.  493,  per  Sir  H. 
Fust;  In  re  Lady  Durham,  id.  57;  In  re  Dickins,  id.  60;  In  re  Willerford, 
id.  77;  Habergham  v.  Vincent,  2  Ves.  204;  In  re  Edwards,  6  Ec.  &  Mar. 
Cas.  306;  In  re  Ash,  Deane,  Ec.  E.  181;  In  re  Lady  Pembroke,  id.  182;  In 
re  Stewart,  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  192;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  211.     See  ante,  g  1026. 
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subsequent  attested  codicils  which  have  confirmed  them.'  Where, 
however,  a  testator  at  the  foot  of  a  valid  will  of  1833  made  two 
codicils  prior  to  the  1st  of  January,  1838,  and  five  more  after  that 
date,  the  wtole  seven  being  unattested,  and  then  in  1847  duly 
executed  an  eighth  codicil  oh  a  separate  paper,  which  he  described 
as  ■'  a  codicil  to  liis  loill,"  the  court  held  that  the  five  unattested 
codicils,  which  bore  date  after  the  passing  of  the  Will  Act,  were 
not  rendered  valid  by  the  eighth  codicil,  as  they  formed  no  part  of 
the  testator's  will,  legally  and  technically  speaking.'' 

§  1062.  With  respect  to  §  11,  which  excepts  from  the  operation  §  976 
of  the  Act  all  wills  of  personal  estate  made  by  "any  soldier 
being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  seaman  being 
at  sea,"  it  has  been  determined,  first,  that  the  word  "  soldier " 
includes  all  officers  and  soldiers,  who  have  been  in  the  employ  of 
the  East  India  Company,  as  well  as  those  in  her  Majesty's  service;' 
secondly,  that  the  privilege,  as  to  soldiers,  is  confined  to  such  as 
are  actually  on  an  expedition;*  and,  consequently,  that  officers 
quartered  with  their  regiments  in  barracks,  or  otherwise  forming 
part  of  a  stationary  force,  whether  at  home  or  in  the  colonies,  are 
not  within  the  exception;  ^  thirdly,  that  the  Act  applies  to  seamen 
in  the  merchant,  as  well  as  in  the  Queen's,  service,"  and  that  the 
purser  of  a  man-of-war '  and  a  surgeon  in  the  navy*  are  both  in- 

^  Aaron  v.  Aaron,  3  De  Gex  &Sm.  475;  Utterton  v.  Robins,  1  A.  &  E.  423; 
Gordon  v.  Ld.  Reay,  5  Sim.  274  ;  Doe  v.  Evans,  1  C.  &  M.  42;  3  Tyr.  56, 
S.  C. ;  Allen  v.  Maddock,  11  Moo.  P.  C.  E.,  427.  In  goods  of  Heathcote,  L.  R., 
6  P.  D.  30;  50  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  42,  S.  C.  See  In  re  Allnutt,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.&  ~ 
Mat.  86;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  247;  13  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  381,  S.  C; 
and  especially,  Burton  v.  Newbery,  L.  E.,  1  Ch.  D.  234,  per  Jessel,  M.  R. ;  45 
L.  J.,  CIi.  202,  S.  C;  and  Green  v.  Tribe,  L.  E.,9  Ch.  D.  231,  per  Fry,  J.;  47 
L.  J.,  Ch.  783,  S.  C,  nom.  In  re  Love. 

^  Haynes  v.  Hill,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  256.  See,  also,  Johnson  v.  Ball,  5  De  Gex 
&  Sm.  85;  In  re  Drummond,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  8;  In  re  Tovey,  47  L.  J.,  Pr. 
63;  Stockil  u.  Punshon,  50  L.  J.,  Pr.  14;  In  re  Mathias,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  63; 
Stockil  V.  Punshon,  SOL.  J.,  Pr.  14;  In  re  Mathias,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  115; 
3  Swab.  &  Trist.  100,  S.  C;  In  re  Wyatt,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  494;  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  197,  S.  C. ;  In  re  Lady  Truro,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  89;  In  re  Hall,  2  Law 
Rep.,  P.  &  D.  256. 

2  Shearman  v.  Pyke,  cited  3  Curt.  539—542. 

*  See  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  Deane,  Ec.  R.  10. 

5  Drummond  v.  Parish,  3  Curt.  522,  542;  In  re  Hill,  1  Roberts,  276;  White  t). 
Repton,  3  Curt.  818;  Bowles  v.  Jackson,  1  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  294. 

^  In  re  Milligan,  2  Roberts,  108.  '  In  re  Hayes,  9  Curt.  338. 

8  In  re  Saunders,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  26;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  16,  S.  C. 
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eluded  in  the  term  "  seamen;"  fourthly,  that  the  exception  extends 
to  an  invalided  seaman,  who  is  returning  home  from  foreign  service 
in  a  passenger  ship,'  and  also  to  a  naval  captain  on  board  a  Queen's 
ship  in  a  river,  provided  he  be  actually  engaged  in  a  naval  ex- 
pedition;^ but  lastly,  that  it  does  not  extend  to  an  admiral  in  com- 
mand of  a  fleet  in  the  colonies,  who  lives  with  his  family  on  shore 
at  his  official  residence.'  It  has  further  been  held,  with  respect  to 
soldiers'  wills,  that  material  alterations  contained  in  them,  may,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence,  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  while  the 
respective  testators  were  employed  in  actual  military  service.* 

§  1062a.  When  the  Will  Act  first  came  into  operation,  it  was 
held  to  apply  to  thei  testamentary  papers  of  all  domiciled  English- 
men excepting  those  specified  in  the  last  section,  even  when  such 
papers  were  executed  in  foreign  countries;^  but  this  law  being 
found  in  practice  productive  of  injustice,  the  Legislature  interfered 
in  1861,  and  applied  a  remedy  for  the  evil  by  passing  the  Act  of 
24  &  25  V.  c.  114.  Section  1  of  that  statute  enacts,  in  substance, 
that  every  will  made  out  of  the  United  Kingdom  by  a  British 
subject,  whatever  his  domicile  may  be,  shall,  as  regards  personal 
estate,  be  entitled  to  probate,  if  made  according  to  the  forms  re- 
quired either  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  made,  or  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  testator  was  domiciled.* 

§  1063.  The  Will  Act  further  provides,  with  respect  to  re- 
vocation, "  that  every  will  made  by  a  man  or  woman  shall  be 
revoked  by  his  or  her  marriage,  except  a  will  made  in  exercise 
of  a   power   of  appointment,    when   the   real   or   personal   estate 

'  In  re  Saunders,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  26;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  16,  S.  C. 

'  In  re  Admiral  Austen,  3  Roberts,  611;  In  re  M'Murdo,  37  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  14;  1  Law  Kep.,  P.  &  D.  540,  S.  C,  where  the  exception  was  held  to 
apply  to  a  mate,  who  was  onboard  a  ship  permanently  stationed  in  Portsmouth 
Harbour. 

'  Ld.  Euston  v.  Ld.  H.  Seymour,  cited  2  Curt.  339,  and  recognised  in 
Drummond  v.  Parish,  3  Curt.  530. 

*  In  re  Tweedale,  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  204. 

'  Croker  v.  M.  of  Hertford,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  339. 

"  This  enactment  will  not  apply  to  a  testamentary  exercise  of  a  power, 
Ee  Kirwan's  Trusts,  L.  E.,  25  Ch.  D.  373.  Neither  will  the  enactment 
apply  to  an  alien,  whose  domicil  of  origin  was  English,  but  who  died  domi- 
ciled in  Germany,  having  made  a  will  according  to  the  English  form. 
Bloxam  v.  Favre,  L.  E.,  9  P.  D.  130,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
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thereby  appointed  would  not,  in  default  of  such  appointment, 
pass  to  his  or  her  heir,  customary  heir,  executor,  or  administrator, 
or  the  person  entitled,  as  his  or  her  next  of  kin,  under  the  Statute 
of  Distribution;"'  and  "that  no  will  shall  be  revoked  by  any 
presumption  of  an  intention,  on  the  ground  of  an  alteration  in 
circumstances; "  ^  and  "  that  no  will,  or  codicil,^  or  any  part  thereof, 
shall  be  revoked  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  or  by  another  will  or 
codicil  executed  in  manner  hereinbefore  required,*  or  by  some 
writing  declaring  an  intention  to  revoke  the  same,^  and  executed  in 
the  manner  in  which  a  will  is  hereinbefore  required  to  be  executed, 
or  by  the  biirning,  tearing,  or  otherwise  destroying  the  same  by  the 
testator,  or  by  some  person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  direction, 
with  the  intention  of  revoking  the  same.""  Where  a  testator  had 
destroyed  his  will  on  the  supposition  that  he  had  substituted 
another  for  it,  but  the  latter  instrument  turned  out  to  be  invalid 
as  not  being  duly  executed,  the  court  held  that  a  copy  of  the  first 
will  was  entitled  to  probate.'  With  respect  to  the  re-execution  of 
a  will,  in  which  alterations  have  been  made,  it  cannot  be  too  well 
understood  that  a  tracing  by  a  testator  with  a  dry  pen  over  his 
former  signature  in  the  presence  of  witnesses  cannot  be  regarded 
as  equivalent  to  a  re-signature.^ 

1  7  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  26,  I  18.  See  In  re  Sir  C.  Fitzroy,  1  Swab.  &  Trist. 
133;  Ee  M' Vicar,  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  671. 

'  I  19.     Or  by  any  change  of  domicile,  24  &  25  V.,  c.  114,  §  3. 

»  In  re  Turner,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  403.     See  ante,  I  165. 

*  Ante,  I  1050. 

5  De  Pontes  v.  Kendall,  31  L.  J.,  Ch.  185,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E.  See  In  re 
Hicks,  38  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  65;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  683,  S.  C;  In  re  Fraser, 

2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  40;  39  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  20,  S.  C;  In  re  Durance,  2 
Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  406;  41  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  60,  S.  C.  A  verbal  authority, 
given  by.  a  Hindu  testator  to  another  person  to  destroy  his  will,  will  revoke 
the  instrument,  even  though  it  be  not  destroyed;  Maharajah  Pertab  Narain 
Singh  V.  Maharanee  Subhao  Kooer,  L.  E.,  4  Ind.  App.  228. 

«  ?20. 

'  Scott  V.  Scott,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  258;  Clarkson  v.  Clarkson,  31  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&Mat.  143;  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  497,  S.  C;  Giles  v.  Warren,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D. 
401;  41  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  59,  S.  C;  Dancer  v.  Crabb,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  53; 

3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  98,  S.  C;  Powell  v.  Powell,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  100 ;  1 
Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  209,  S.  C;  overruling  Dickinson  v.  Swatman,  30  L.  J.,  Pr. 
T&  Mat.  84;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  205,  S.  C.  See  Eckersley  v.  Piatt,  1  Law  Eep., 
P.  &  D.  281;  Ee  Weston,  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  633;  38  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  53, 
S.  C. ;  and  post,  ?  1070. 

8  In  re  Cunningham,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.   71;  4  Swab.  &  Trist,  194,  S.  C. 
6  LAW  OF  EVID. — V.  III.  (3783) 


914  REVOCATION  OF  WILL.  [PART  II. 

§  1064  In  order  to  reroke  a  former  will  by  a  later  one,  no  §  981 
revocation  clause  is  necessary;  but  any  paper  duly  executed,  by 
which  the  testator  disposes  of  Tiis  whole  property,  is, — except 
under  very  special  circumstances,' — a  revocation  in  toto  of 
all  previous  wills.  This  doctrine  has  been  held  applicable,  even 
where  the  last  testamentary  paper  contained  no  appointment 
of  executors;  ^  and  in  one  case,  where  a  testator  by  his  "  last 
mill"  in  which  executors  were  appointed,  disposed  of  part  of 
his  personalty,  a  former  will  was  held  to  be  revoked,  though  it 
contained  provisions  not  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  later  in- 
strument.^ Little,  if  any,  weight  however  can  now  be  attached  to 
this  decision  ;  for,  in  the  first  place,  it  appears  clear  that  the 
phrase  "  last  will "  will  simply  be  regarded  as  one  of  form  ;  *  and 
next,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  according  to  a  maxim  which 
has  received  the  solemn  sanction  of  the  Court  of  last  resort,  a 
former  will  cannot  be  revoked  by  one  of  later  date,  unless  the  later 
instrument  contains  a  clause  of  express  revocation,  or  unless  the 
two  wills  are  incapable  of  standing  together.*  The  onus  of  esta- 
blishing the  revocation  lies  on  the  party  who  impeaches  the  first 
will;  and  no  inference  in  his  favour  can  be  drawn  from  the  mere 
fact  that  the  later  instrument  contains  eqt:Mvocal  expressions,  or  that 
the  legacies  bequeathed  by  it  are  partially  inconsistent  with  prior 
testamentary  dispositions.^     Still,  if  the  two  documents  taken  to- 

'  See  O'Leary  v.  Douglass,  1  L.  R.  Ir.,  Ch.  D.  45. 

2  Henfrey  u.  Heniirey,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  29  ;  2  Curt.  468,  S.  C,  in  court 
below. 

^  Plenty  v.  West,  1  Eoberts.  264.  See,  also,  S.  C.  in  Ch.,  before  Eomilly, 
M.  E.,  22  L.  J.,  Ch.  185. 

'  Stoddart  v.  Grant,  1  Macq.  Sc.  Cas. ,  H.  of  L.  171,  per  Ld.  Truro;  Free- 
man V.  Freeman,  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  704. 

'  Stoddart  o.  Grant,  1  Macq.  Sc.  Cas.,  H.  of  L.  163.  See  Williams  v. 
Williams,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  789,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  837,  S.  C;  In 
re  Graham,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  113;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  69,  S.  C;  Dempsey 
■V.  Lawson,  L.  E.,  2  P.  D.  98;  46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  23,  S.  C;  Shielt).  O'Brien, 
I.  E.,  7  Eq.  64;  Leslie  v.  Leslie,  I.  E.,  6  Eq.  332;  Lemagei).  Goodban,  35  L.  J., 
Pr.  &  Mat.  28;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  57,  S.  9.;  In  re  Pen  wick,  1  Law  Eep., 
P.  &  D.  319;  Geaves  v.  Price,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  113;  3  Swab.  &  Trist. 
71,  S.  C;  Birks  v.  Birks,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  90;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  23,  S.  C; 
In  re  Petchell,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  22.     In  re  M'Farlane,  13  L.  E.  Ir.  264. 

^  Id.  See,  also,  Doe  d.  Hearle  v.  Hicks,  1  01.  &  Fin.  20;  Wallace  v.  Sey- 
mour, I.  E.,  6  C.  L.  196,  219,  and  343;  Doe  v.  Ward,  18  Q.  B.  197;  Williams 
V.   Evans,   1  E.  c&  B.  727;  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.    838;  1  Kay, 
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gether  would  dispose  of  property  far  larger  than  that  possessed  by 
the  testator,  that  fact  in  itself  would  raise  a  fair  inference  that  the 
first  was  intended  to  be  revoked  by  the  second;'  and  indeed,  in 
every  inquiry  of  this  nature,  if  any  real  ambiguity  can  be  shown  to 
exist  respecting  the  testator's  intentions,  recourse  may  be  had  to 
parol  evidence  to  clear  up  the  doubt." 


§  1065.  Where  a  jury  found  that  a  second  will,  which  was  not  ^  ^^^ 
produced,  contained  a  different  disposition  of  real  estate  from  a 
former  one,  "  but  in  what  particulars  is  unknown,"  the  House  of 
Lords,  on  writ  of  error,  decided  that  the  first  will  was  not  revoked, 
so  as  to  let  in  the  title  of  the  heir  at  law.'  In  another  case,  where 
a  testator,  many  years  after  making  a  will  of  personal  property, 
executed  another  paper,  which  was  proved  to  have  commenced  with 
the  words  "  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament,"  but  its  further 
contents  were  utterly  unknown,  and  after  the  testator's  death  it  was 
not  forthcoming,  the  judicial  committee  of  the  Privy  Council  held 
that  the  prior  will  remained  unrevoked,  and  was  entitled  to  pro- 
bate.* A  general  clause  in  a  will  revoking  all  former  wills, 
does  not  of  itself  necessarily  operate  to  revoke  a  will  made  in 
execution  of  a  power;*  though  it  will  be  held  to  have  that  effect, 
unless  such  a  result  can  be  shown  to  be  utterly  unreasonable.  °  It 
would  seem  that  the  re-execution  of  a  will,  even  though  it  contain 
a  clause  of  revocation,  will  not  in  general  be  deemed  to  have  re- 
voked any  of  its  codicils;  for,  unless  the  contrary  appear  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  testator,  the  Probate  Division  of  the  High 


479;  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  704,  S.  C;  Barclay  v.  Maskelyne,  28  L.  J.,  Ch.  115;  1 
V.  John.  124,  S.  C;  EolDertson  v.  Powell,  2  H.  &  C.  762;  33  L.  J.,  Ex.  34,  S. 
C;  Pilsworth  v.  Mosse,  14  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  163. 

'  Jenner  v.  Ffinch,  49  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  25,  27,  per  Sir  J.  Hannen;  L.  E.,  5 
P.  D.  106,  S.  C. 

'  Id. 

5  Goodright  V.  Harwood,  2  Wm.  Bl.  937;  3  Wils.  497,  S.  C.  See  Thomas  «. 
Evans,  2  East,  488;  Brown  v.  Brown,  8  E.  &  B.  876;  Dickinson  v.  Stidolph,  11 
Com.  B.,  N.  S,  341,  357;  In  re  Brown,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  32. 

*  Cutto  V.  Gilbert,  9  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  131. 
s  In  re  Merritt,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  112. 

6  Sotheran  v.  Dening,  L.  R.,  20  Ch.  D.  99,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
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Court  will  hold,  that  all  the  codicils  have  been  republished  by  the 
re-execution  of  the  principal  instrument.' 


§  1066.  .With  respect  to  the  revocation  of  a  will  by  its  destruc-  §  982 
tion,  it  should  be  observed  that  a  testator  cannot  revoke  his  will  by 
authorising  any  person  to  destroy  it  out  of  his  presence;  and  it 
follows  as  a  corollary  from  this  proposition,  that  he  has  no  power  to 
make  his  will  contingent,  by  giving  authority  even  by  the  will  itself 
to  any  person  to  destroy  it  after  his  death.^ 

§  1067.  It  is  difficult  to  fix  ii  priori  what  extent  of  burning  or  §  ggs 
tearing  will  amount  to  "the  revocation  of  a  will.  It  is  clear  that 
the  revocation  will  not  be  complete,  unless  the  act  of  spoliation 
be  deliberately  done  upon  the  instrument,  in  the  belief  that  it  is  a 
valid  will,'  and  animo  revocandi.*  This  is  expressly  rendered 
necessary  by  the  Wills  Act,^  and  was  impliedly  required  by  the 
statute  of  Charles.^  It  is  further  clear,  that  the  burthen  of  show- 
ing that  a,  once  valid  will  has  been  revoked  by  mutilation,  will  lie 
upon  the  party  who  sets  up  the  revocation  of  the  instrument.' 
Moreover,  it  seems  plain,  on  general  principle,  that  the  declarations 
of  the  testator,  accompanying  the  act  of  spoliation, — unlike  those 
which  he  may  subsequently  make,* — will  be  admissible  in  evidence 
as  explanatory  of  his  intention.''  Still  the  question  remains.  Must 
there  be  a  total  or  substantial  burning  or  tearing  of  the  writing 
itself,  or  will  the  revocation  be  complete,  if  the  testator,  intending 


'  "Wade  V.  Nazer,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  46.  See  In  re  De  la  Saussaye,  3  Law 
Rep.,  P.  &  D.  42;  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  47,  S.  C. 

2  Stockwell  V.  Eitherdon,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  409,  414,  per  Sir  H.  Fust. 

5  Giles  V.  Warren,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  401;  41  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  59,  S.  C. 

*  See  In  re  Cockayne,  Deane,  Ec.  E.  177. 

5  Ante,  I  1063. 

»  Bibb  V.  Thomas,  2  W.  Bl.  1044. 

'  Harris  v.  Berrall,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  153;  Benson  v.  Benson,  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  1;  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  172,  S.  C. 

8  Staines  v.  Stewart,  31  L,  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  10;  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  320,  S.  C. 
But  see  In  re  Harris,  Cheese  v.  Lovejoy,  46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  66,  per  Sir  E. 
Phillimore;  L.  R.,  2  P.  D.  251,  S.  C,  nom.  Cheese  v.  Lovejoy,  per  Ct.  of 
App. 

'  Dan  V.  Brown,  4  Cowen,  490;  Clarke  v.  Scripps,  2  Roberts,  568. 

(3786) 


CHAP.  XVIII.  ]  REVOCATION  OP  WILL  BY  TEARING  OR  DESTROYING.   917 

to  revoke,  tears  or  burns  a  portion  of  the  paper  on  which  the  will 
is  written,  but  does  not  destroy  or  deface  any  part  of  the  writing?' 
In  an  old  case,  where  the  testator,  having  given  the  will  "  some- 
thing of  a  rip  with  his  hands,  and  having  torn  it  so  as  almost  to 
tear  a  bit  off,"  rumpled  it  up  and  threw  it  into  the  fire,  but  a  by- 
stander saved  it  without  his  knowledge,  before,  as  it  seems,  it  was 
at  all  burnt,  the  court  held  that  the  revocation  was  complete.^  How- 
ever, it  has  since  been  doubted  whether  the  proof  given  in  that  case 
was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute;^  and  where  a  testator,  being 
angry  with  the  devisee,  began  to  tear  his  will,  and  had  actually  torn 
it  into  four  pieces  before  he  was  pacified;  but  afterwards  he  fitted 
together,  and  put  by,  the  several  pieces,  saying  he  was  glad  it  was 
no  worse;  the  court  refused  to  disturb  a  verdict  by  which  the  jury 
had  .found  that  the  act  of  cancellation  was  incomplete,  as  the  testa- 
tor, had  he  not  been  stopped,  would  have  gone  further  in  the  process 
of  destruction.* 

§  1068.  The  cutting  out  the  signature  by  the  testator  has  been  ?  983 
held  to  effect  a  revocation  of  the  will,  if  not  under  the  word  "  tear- 
ing," at  least  under  the  terms  "or  otherwise  destroying  the 
same."  ^  Even  the  act  of  tearing  off  the  seal  from  a  will,  which 
had  needlessly  been  executed  as  a  sealed  instrument,  has  been 
deemed  sufficient  both  in  England  and  in. America  to  destroy  the 
will  in  its  entirety,  and  to  effect  its  revocation.^  Where,  however, 
a  will  was  found  in  a  mutilated  state,  being  both  torn  and  cut,  but 
the  signatures  of  the  testator  and  the  attesting  witnesses  remained 
uninjured,  the  court,  guided  by  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  mutila- 
tions, held,  in  the  absence  of  any  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the 
instrument  was  not  revoked.' 


1  See  Doe  v.  Hams,  6  A.  &  E.  215—218;  1  N.  &  P.  405,  S.  C. 

2  Bibb  V.  Thomas,  2  "W.  Bl.  1043. 

=.  Doe  V.  Harris,  6  A.  &  E.  215,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

*  Doe  V.  Perkes,  3  B.  &  A.  489;  Elms  -v.  Elms,  27  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  96; 
1  Swab.  &  Trist.  155,  S.  C. 

^  Hobbs  V.  Knight,  1  Curt.  768;  Evans  v.  Dallow,  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  128. 
See  ante,  §  165. 

"  Price  V.  Powell,  3  H.  &  N.  341;  S.  C.  nom.  Price  v.  Price,  27  L.  J.,  Ex. 
409;  Avery  v.  Pixley,  4  Mass.  462.  See  also  Williams  v.  Tyley,  1  V.  John. 
530;  In  re  Harris,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  181;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  485,  S.  C. 

"  Clarke  v.  Scripps,  2  Roberts.  563,  per  Sir  J.  Dodson;    In  re  "Woodward, 
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§  1069.  The  Act  of  Victoria,— unlike  the  Statute  of  Frauds,—  §  984 
omits  all  mention  of  "  cancelling  "  as  one  of  the  modes  of  revoking 
a  will;'  and  with  respect  to  obliterating,  it  enacts,  in  §  21,  "that 
no  obliteration,  or  interlineation,  or  other  alteration  made  in  any 
will  after  the  execution  thereof,  shall  be  valid  or  have  any  effect, 
except  so  far  as  the  Wbrds  or  effect  of  the  will  before  such  alteration 
shall  not  be  apparent,  unless  such  alteration  shall  be  executed  in 
like  manner  as  hereinbefore  is  required  for  the  execution  of  the 
will ;  ^  but  the  will,  with  such  alteration  as  part  thereof,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  duly  executed,  if  the  signature  of  the  testator  and  the 
subscription  of  the  witnesses  be  made  in  the  margin,  or  on  some 
other  part  of  the  will,  opposite  or  near  to  such  alteration,'  or  at  the 
foot  or  end  of,  or  opposite  to,  a  memorandum  referring  to  such 
alteration,  and  written  at  the  end  *  or  some  other  part  of  the  will." 
The  word  "  apparent ' '  here  used,  does  not  mean  what  is  capable 
of  being  made  apparent  by  extrinsic  evidence,  but  simply  applies  to 
what  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument;  and  consequently, 
if  a  testator  entirely  obliterates  any  part  of  the  will,  animo  revo- 
candi,  this  must  still  operate  as  a  revocation  of  that  part,  and  no 
evidence  dehors  the  will  can  be  received,  in  order  to  show  how  the 
defaced  passage  originally  stood.*  So,  where  a  testator  had  covered 
a  bequest  in  his  will  by  pasting  a  piece  of  paper  over  it,  the  Court 
declined  to  order  the  removal  of  the  paper,  but  granted  probate  of 
the  will  with  the  covered  part  in  blank.^  So,  the  erasure  by  the 
testator  of  his  own  signature,  or  of  the  signature  of  either  or  both 
of  the  witnesses,  if  done  animo  revocandi,  would  amount  to  a  re- 
vocation of  the  whole  will,  and  would  in  fact  be  tantamount  to  its 
actual  destruction.'     It  has  already  been  shown  while  treating  of 

2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  206;  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  17,  S.  C;  In  re  Wheeler  49 
L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  29. 

'  See  In  re  Brewster,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  69;  In  re  Harris,  Cheese  v. 
Lovejoy,  46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  66,  per  Sir  E.  Phillimore;  L.  E.,  2  P.  D.  251, 
S.  C,  nom.  Cheese  v.  Lovejoy,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

^  See  ante,  |  1050.     See,  also,  Shearn,  in  goods  of,  50  L.  J.,  Pr.  15. 

'  In  re  Wilkinson,  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  100. 

'  See  In  re  Treeby,  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  342;  44  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  44  S.  C. 

*  Townley  v.  Watson,  3  Curt.  761,  764,  768,  769;  3  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  17, 
S.  C;  In  re  M'Cabe,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  79;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  94,  S.  C. 

«  Ee  Horsford,  44  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  9;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  211,  S.  C. 
See  post,  §  1071,  u.  3. 

'  Hobbs  V.  Knight,  1  Curt.  780,  781,  per  Sir  H.  Fust;  Evans  v.  Dallow,  31 
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the  law  of  presumptions/  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  direct  evi- 
dence, the  law  will  presume  that  any  alteration  or  erasure  in  a  will 
was  made  after  its  execution  ;  and,  consequently,  the  courts  will 
grant  a  probate  of  the  will  in  its  original  form.^ 


§  1070.  It  has  further  been  determined,  notwithstanding  the  Ian-  ?  985 
guage  of  §  34,'  that  the  provisions  of  the  Will  Act,  with  respect  to 
the  revocation  or  alteration  of  wills,  apply  equally  to  all  wills, 
whether  executed  before  or  after  the  1st  of  January,  1838,  provided 
the  act  of  assumed  revocation  has  been  done,  or  the  alteration  has 
been  made,  after  that  date.*  Although  §  21,  cited  above,^  does 
not  expressly  state,  that  to  efPect  a  revocation  of  the  will  or  any 
part  of  it,  the  erasure  or  obliteration  must  be  made  with  that  in- 
tention, yet  the  court  has  held  that  here,  as  under  the  Statute  of 
H'rauds,  the  animus  revocandi  is  indispensable;  and  therefore, 
where  a  testator  had  erased  the  amount  of  a  legacy,  and  had  in- 
serted a  smaller  sum,  but  the  alteration  took  no  effect,  as  it  had  not 
been  duly  executed,  the  court  decreed  probate  of  the  will  in  its 
original  form,  since  it  was  clear  that  the  testator  intended  only  a 
substitution,  and  not  a  revocation,  of  the  bequest  altered.'  What 
the  testator  in  such  a  case  is  considered  to  have  intended,  is  a  com- 
plex act,  to  undo  a  previous  gift,  for  the  purpose  of  making  another 


L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  128.  See,  also,  In  re  Harris,  33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  181;  3 
Swab.  Trist.  485,  S.  C. 

'  An,te,  I  164. 

2  Cooper  V.  Bockett,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  419;  4  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  685,  S.  C; 
Greville  v.  Tylee,  7  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  320. 

'  See  ante,  ?  1050. 

*  Hobbs  V.  Knight,  1  Curt.  768,  774—776;  Countess  de  Zichy  Ferraris  v. 
M.  of  Hertford,  3  Curt.  468;  Brooke  v.  Kent,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  334;  2  Curt. 
343,  S.  C.  nom.  In  re  Brooke;  Croker  v.  M.  of  Hertford,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  339; 
Andrews  v.  Turner,  3  Q.  B.  177. 

*  Ante,  I  1069. 

«  Brooke  v.  Kent,  3  Moo.'  P.  C.  E.  334,  349,  350;  Burtenshaw  v.  Gilbert, 
1  Cowp.  52,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Onions  v.  Tyrer,  1  P.  "Wms.  343;  In  re  Nelson, 
I.  E.,  6  Eq.  569;  In  re  Cockayne,  Deane,  Ec.  E.  177;  In  re  Parr,  29  L.  J., 
Pr.  &  Mat.  70;  In  re  Harris,  id.  79;  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  536,  S.  C;  In  re 
Middleton,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  16;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  583,  S.  C;  In  re 
M'Cabe,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  79;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  D.  94,  S.  C. 
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gift  in  its  place.  If  the  latter  branch  of  his  intention  cannot  be 
effected,  no  sufficient  reason  exists  for  believing  that  he  meant  to 
Tary  the  former  gift  at  all,'  and  the  erasure  is  treated  as  an  act  done 
by  mere  mistake,  sine  animo  cancellandi.^ 


§  1071.  When  this  doctrine  of  dependent  relative  revocation 
becomes  applicable,  the  court  will  have  recourse  to  any  means  of 
legal  proof  by  which  to  ascertain  the  disposition  of  the  testator. 
In  a  case,  therefore,  in  which  a  testator,  with  the  view  of  varying 
the  amount  of  a  legacy,  had  pasted  a  piece  of  paper  over  the  sum 
bequeathed,  and  had  inserted  thereon  another  figure,  the  court 
ordered  tne  removal  of  this  paper,  and  then  gave  effect  to  the  will 
as  originally  framed.' 

§  1072.  With  respect  to  the  revival  of  wills,  the  statute  of  ?,  986 
Yictoria  enacts,  that  "  no  will  or  codicil,  or  any  part  thereof,  which 
shall  be  in  any  manner  revoked,  shall  be  revived  otherwise  *  than  by 
the  re- execution  thereof,  or  by  a  codicil  executed  in  manner  herein- 
before required,  and  showing  an  intention  to  revive  the  same;*  and 
when  any  will  or  codicil,  which  shall  be  partly  revoked,  and  after- 
wards wholly  revoked,  shall  be  revived,  such  revival  shall  not  extend 
to  so  much  thereof  as  shall  have  been  revoked  before  the  revocation 
of  the  whole  thereof,  unless  an  intention  to  the  contrary  shall  be 
shown."  °  By  virtue  of  this  enactment  a  conditional  will,  which 
has  become  invalid  in  consequence  of  the  condition  not  having  been 
performed,  cannot  now  be  established  by  any  evidence    of  "ad- 


'  See  Eawlins  v.  Eickards,  28  Beav.  370;  Ibbot  v.  Bell,  34  Beav.  395; 
Quinn  v.  Butler,  6  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  225. 

"  Locke  V.  James,  11  M.  &  W.  901,  910,  911,  per  Parke,  B.  See  Tupper 
v.  Tupper,  1  Kay  &  J.,  665;  and  ante,  §  1063,  ad  fin. 

3  Ee  Horsford,  44  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  9;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  211,  S.  C.  See 
ante,  ?  1069,  n.  6. 

*  See  ante,  §  165. 

5  See  In  re  Harker,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  44;  Marsh  v.  Marsh,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  77;  Rogers  v.  Goodenough,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  342;  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
49,  S.  C. ;  In  re  May,  37  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  68;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  575,  S.  C. 
nom.  In  re  Steele,  May  &  Wilson;  In  re  Bryan  Eeynolds,  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
20;  S.  C.  nom.  In  re  Reynolds,  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  35. 

«  7  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  26,  §  22.     See  Andrews  v.  Turner,  3  Q.  B.  177. 
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herence;"  "  neither  can  the  will  of  a  married  woman,  once  void  as 
having  been  made  without  the  consent  of  her  husband,  be  sub- 
sequently set  up  hj  any  parol  recognition  after  the  husband's  death.^ 
Again,  the  destruction  of  the  revoking  instrument  is  no  longer 
sufficient  to  revive  a  former  will ;  ^  and  the  question  of  revival  or 
non-revival  from  this  cause, — which  under  the  old  system  was  made 
to  depend  on  the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  gathered  from  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case,* — can  never  again  arise, 
excepting  in  the  possible  event  of  a  second  will  having  been  revoked 
before  Jan.  1st,  1838. 


§  1073.  The  next  important  statute,  to  which  it  is  necessary  to  g  987 
refer,  is  the  one  generally  known  as  Lord  Tenterden's  Act.°  The 
first  section,  which  has  already  been  set  out  and  partially  discussed 
in  the  Chapter  On  Admissions,^  provides  generally, — when  read  in 
connexion  with  §  13  of  the  Mercantile  Marine  Act,'  1856, — that  in 
actions  grounded  on  simple  contract,  no  case  shall  be  taken  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  except  by  acknowledgment  or  promise  in 
ivriting  to  be  signed  by  the  party  chargeable  thereby,  or  by  his 
authorised  agent,  or  by  part  payment.'  Considering  the  endless 
variety  of  language  in  which  acknowledgments  of  debts  may  be 
couched,  it  is  obviously  impossible  to  lay  down  distinct  rules  of  in- 
terpretation, by  following  which  the  court '  will  be  enabled  to  arrive 
at  a  sound  decision  in  each  particular  case.     Much  must,  under  any 


'  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  337 ;  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  Mat.  &  A.  46,  S.  C. 

2  Id.  339,  per  Sir  C.  Cresswell.  See,  also,  Noble  v.  Willock  &  Phelps,  40  L. 
J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  60  ;  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  276,  S.  C.  nom.  Noble  v.  Phelps  & 
"Willock  ;  and  Noble  v.  "Willock,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  681;  8  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  778, 
S.  C;  and  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc,  nom.  Willock  v.  Noble,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  345  ;  7 
Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  580,  S.  C. 

'  Major  V.  Williams,  3  Curt.  432  ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  4  Jur.,  N.  S.  163,  Q.  B.; 
&  E.  &  B.  876,  S.  C. ;  In  re  Brown,  30  Law  Times,  353,  Ct.  of  Prob. ;  1  Swab. 
&  Trist.  32,  S.  C. ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  309. 

'  James  v.  Cohen,  3  Curt.  782,  per  Sir  H.  Fust,  citing  Usticke  v.  Bawden, 
2  Add.  125.  6  9  G.  3,  c.  14.  «  Ante,  §  744.     See,  also,  I  600. 

'  19  i&  20  v.,  c.  97,  §  13,  cited  ante,  ?  745. 

^  The  same  law  prevails  in  Ireland  ;  16  &  17  V.,  c.  113,  ?  24,  as  amended 
by  19  &  20  "V.,  c.  97,  §  13.  See  Archer  v.  Leonard,  15  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  267  ; 
Leland  v.  Murphy,  16  id.  500. 

'  That  this  is  a  qitestion  for  the  court,  and  not  tor  the  jury,  see  ante,  ?  43. 
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circumstances,  be  left  to  discretion;  yet  still  that  diecretion  may  be 
materially  guided  by  attending  to  the  following  propositions,  which 
appear  to  be  warranted  by  the  most  trustworthy  decisions. 

§  1074.  First,  the  Legislature,  in  passing  the  Act,  did  not  in-  ?  987 
tend  to  alter  the  legal  construction  to  be  put  upon  acknowledgments 
or  promises  made  by  defendants,  but  merely  required  a  different 
mode  of  proof;  substituting  the  certain  evidence  of  a  writing  signed 
by  the  party  chargeable,  instead  of  the  insecure  and  precarious  tes- 
timony to  be  derived  from  the  memory  of  witnesses.'  The  inquiry, 
therefore,  whether  in  a  given  case  the  written  document  amounts  to 
an  acknowledgment  or  promise,  is  no  other  than  whether  the  same 
words,  if  proved  before  the  statute  to  have  been  spoken  by  the  de- 
fendant, would  have  had  a  similar  operation.^  Secondly,  in  order 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  written  and 
signed  acknowledgment  must  amount  either  to  an  express  promise 
to  pay  the  debt,  or  to  a  clear  and  unqualified  admission  of  a  still 
subsisting  liability,  from  which  a  promise  to  pay  on  request  •will  be 
implied  by  law.^  The  insertion,  therefore,  of  a  debt  in  the  statement 
of  assets  and  debts,  made  under  the  bankrupt  law  by  a  debtor  whose 
affairs  are  in  course  of  arrangement,  will  not  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
acknowledgment,  as  it  simply  amounts  to  an  admission  of  a  debt, 
which  is  to  be  paid  in  part  or  in  some  qualified  mode.*     Thirdly,  a 


'  See  Spollan  v.  Magan,  1  Ir.  Law.  K.,  N.  S.  700,  per  Monaban,  C.  J. 

'  Haydon  v.  Williams,  7  Bing.  166,  167,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  4  M.  &  P.  811, 
S.  C. 

^  Morrell  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  "W.  405,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Bucket  v.  Church,  9  C. 
&  P.  212,  per  id. ;  Tanner  v.  Smart,  6  B.  &  C.  609,  yer  Ld.  Tenterden  ;  Smith 
V.  Thome,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  199;  18  Q.  B.  134,  S.  C;  Everett  v.  Robertson, 
28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  23;  1  E.  &  E.  16,  S.  C;  Francis  v.  Hawkesley,  28  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  370 ;  1  E.  &  E.  1052,  S.  C. ;  Goate  v.  Goate,  1  H.  &  N.  29 ;  Brigstocke  v. 
Smith,  1  C.  &  M.  486,  per  Bayley,  J. ;  Hart  v.  Prendergast,  14  M.  &  W.  741, 
745,  746.  In  this  case  Alderson,  B.,  questioned  Gardner  v.  M'Mahon,  3  Q. 
B.  561 ;  2  G.  &  D.  593,  S.  C.  In  Prance  v.  Sympson,  1  Kay, '678,  Wood,  V.-C, 
held  that  the  statute  was  ousted  by  a  written  acknowledgment  that  an  account 
was  pending  coupled  with  a  promise  to  pay  the  balance,  if  any  should  be 
found  due  from  the  writer.  See  Hughes  v.  Paramore,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  681  ;  7 
De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  229,  S.  C. ;  Crawford  v.  Crawford,  I.  R.,  2  Eq.  166  ;  In  re 
River  Steamer  Co.,  Mitchell's  Claim,  6  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  822. 

■•  See  Topping  ex  parte,  In  re  Levey  &  Robson,  34  L.  J.,  Bk.  44,  per  Ld. 
Cranworth,  C. 
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conditional  promise,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  fulfilment  of  the 
oonditioij,  will  not  suffice;  but  if  such  proof  be  afforded,  the 
promise,  whether  express  or  implied,  will  be  converted  into  an 
absolute  one,  and  as  such  will  support  a  8tatement_  of  claim, 
averring  a  promise  to  pay  on  request.'  In  the  case  of  a  con- 
ditional promise  the  statute  begins  to  run,  not  from  the  date  of  the 
promise,  but  from  the  time  when  the  condition  is  fulfilled.^ 


§  1075.  Fourthly,  einee  a  mere  acknowledgment  of  a  debt,  which  i  ^88 
does  not  amount  in  law  to  an  implied  promise  to  pay,  will  not  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  it  would  seem  on  prin- 
ciple to  follow,— though  several  authorities  throw  much  doubt  on 
the  subject,^ — that  an  admission  to  a  stranger  that  a  sum  is  due 
will  not  suffice;*  but  the  question  is  still  undecided,  whether  an 
acknowledgment  by  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  to  the  payee,  of 
the  existence  of  a  debt  due  thereon,  can  be  made  available  to  defeat 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  by  a  subsequent  holder  of  the  note,  as 
amounting  to  a  promise  to  pay  the  note  according  to  its  tenor  and 
effect,  that  is,  to  the  payee  or  his  order.*  Fifthly,  a  general  written 
promise  to  pay,  not  specifying  any  amount,  or  an  absolute  admis- 

1  Humphreys  v.  Jones,  14  M.  &"W.  1,  3;  Hart  Prendergast,  id.  745,  746. 

'  Walters  v.  E.  of  Thanet,  2  Q.  B.  757;  Maunsell  v.  Hedger,  2  Ir.  Law  E., 
N.  S.  88;  Hammond  v.  Smith,  SSBeav.  452. 

^  See  Clark  i^.  Hooper,  10  Bing.  481,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  Park,  J.;  4 
M.  &  Sc.  353,  S.  C. ;  Eicke  u.  Nokes,  1  M.  &  Eob.  359,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ; 
Peters  v.  Brown,  4  Esp.  46,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Smith  v.  Poole,  12  Sim.  17; 
Spollan  V.  Magan,  1  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  691;  M'Carthy  v.  O'Brien,  2  Ir.  Law 
E.  67;  Morrogh  v.  Power,  5  id.  494. 

*  Grenfell  v.  Girdlestone,  2  Y.  &  C,  Ex.  E.  676,  per  Alderson,  B.;  Go4win 
V.  Culley,  4  H.  &  if  378—380;  Fuller  v.  Eedman,  26  Beav.  614;  In  re 
Hindmarsh,  1  Drew.  &  Sm.  129;  Bush  v.  Martin,  2  H.  &  C.  311.  See  post, 
i  1091. 

*  Cripps  V.  Davis,  12  M.  &  W.  159;  Mountstephen  v.  Brooke,  3  B.  &  A. 
141.  In  Bourdin  v.  Greenwood,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  73;  13  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  280, 
S.  C. ;  Wickens,  V.-C,  decided  a  curious  point  in  connexion  with  this  sub- 
ject. The  maker  of  a  promissory  note  hearing  date,  Jan.,  1846,  was  in  1866 
pressed  for  payment,  whereupon  he  took  the  note,  altered  the  date  by  con- 
verting the  4  of  1846  into  a  6,  indorsed  his  name  as  follows:  "  "W.  H.  Langley, 
1866,"  and  then  returned  the  note  to  the  holder.  A  creditor's  suit  being  sub- 
se(iuently  brought,  the  Vice-ChanCelor  held,  that  the  endorsement  was  a 
sufScient  acknowledgment  to  bar  the  stat.,  and  that  the  note,  notwithstand- 
ing the  alteration  of  the  date,  was  still  a  valid  document.     Sed  qu. 
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sion  of  some  debt  being  due,  is  sufficient,  and  the  amount  may  be 
ascertained  by  extrinsic  evidence;  but  if  no  proof  be  given  on  this 
head,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  merely  to  nominal  damages.' 
Sixthly,  tlje  promise  or  acknowledgment  in  writing  need  not  specify 
either  the  person  to  whom,  or  the  time  when,  it  was  made,  but  both 
these  points  may  be  established  by  parol  evidence.^  Seventhly, 
even  an  infant,  by  giving  a  written  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  due 
for  necessaries,  will  take  the  debt  out  of  the  statute.'  Eighthly,  it 
matters  not  under  this  statute,  any  more  than  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,*  to  what  part  of  the  document  the  signature  of  the  party 
making  the  acknowledgment  is  attached.'  Ninthly,  the  promise, 
acknowledgment,  or  part-payment,  must  be  made  before  action 
brought,  since  they  severally  bar  the  statute,  not,  as  was  formerly 
supposed,  upon  the  ground  of  their  rebutting  the  presumption  of 
payment,  but  because  they  amount  to  a  new  promise."  Lastly,  the 
promise  proved,  whether  express  or  implied,  must  correspond  with 
that  laid  in  the  statement  of  claim;'  and  therefore,  an  acknowledg- 
ment made  to  or  by  an  executor  or  administrator  will  not  support  a 
count  laying  the  promise  to  or  by  the  testator  or  intestate.' 

§  1076.  In  accordance  with  the  second  and  third  rules  stated 

'  Spong  v:  Wright,  9  M.  &W.  633,  per  Alderson,  B..;  Lechmere  v.  Fletcher, 
1  C.  &  M.  623;  3  Tyr.  450,  S.  C. ;  Cheslyn  v.  Dalby,  4  Y.  &  C,  Ex.  E.  238; 
Waller  v.  Lacy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  54,  71;  8  Dowl.  563;  1  Scott,  N.  R.  186,  S.  C; 
Dickinson  v.  Hatfield,  1  M.  &  Eob.  141,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  5  C.  &  P.  46, 
S.  C. ;  Bewley  v.  Power,  Hayes  &  Jon.  368;  Shickernell  v.  Hotham,  1  Kay, 
669.  These  cases  overrule  the  dicta  of  the  court  in  Kennet  v.  Milbank,  8 
Bing.  38.  See  Hartley  v.  Wharton,  11  A.  &  E.  934;  3  P.  &  D.  529,  S.  C; 
post,  ?  1091;  and  ante,  §  1024. 

'  Hartley  v.  Wharton,  11  A.  &  E.  934;  3  P.  &  A  529,  S.  C;  Edmunds 
I).  Downes,  2  C.  &  M.  459;  4  Tyr.  173,  S.  C.  See  Lobb  v.  Stanley,  3 
Q.  B.  574. 

'  Williams  u.  Smith,  24  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  62;  S.  C.  nom.  Willins  v.  Smith,  4  E. 
&  B.  180.     But  see  post,  ?  1084. 

*  Ante,  §  1028. 

"  Holmes  v.  Mackrell,  3  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  789. 

'  Bateman  v.  Pinder,  3  Q.  B.  574,  overruling  Yea  v.  Fouraker,  2  Burr. 
1099. 

'  Tanner  v.  Smart,  6  B.  &  C.  608,  609,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Cripps  v.  Davis, 
12  M.  &  W.  167,  per  Parke,  B. 

*  Sarell  v.  Wine,  3  East,  409;  Brovming  v.  Paris,  5  M.  &  W.  120,  per  Parke, 
B. ;  Tanner  v.  Smart,  6  B.  &  C.  608,  609. 
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above,  letters,  in  substance  as  ■  follows,  have  been  held  insufficient, 
as  not  Amounting  to  unqualified  acknowledgments.  "  I  intend  to 
pay  A.'s  claim  if  allowed  time;  if  I  am  proceeded  against,  any 
exertion  of  mine  will  be  rendered  abortive;'" — "I  have  been  ex- 
pecting to  be  able  to  give  a  satisfactory  reply  to  your  application 
respecting  B.'s  demand  against  me.  I  will  call  upon  you  to-morrow 
on  the  matter;"^ — "I  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  your  claim; 
you  can  make  me  a  bankrupt,  but  I  had  rather  go  to  gaol  than  pay 
you;"  " — "I  owe  the  money,  but  I  will  never  pay  it  ;"  * — "  I  am 
sure  my  account  was  settled  ;  but  as  you  say  it  was  not,  I  will  pay 
you  lOl.  a  year  if  you  like  to  accept  that  sum  ;  "^ — "  If  in  funds  I 
would  immediately  pay  the  money,  and  take  the  bill  of  exchange 
out  of  your  hands;"  ° — "I  admit  as  executor  your  claim  on  the 
estate,  and  think  it  just,  but  I  am  compelled  to  refuse  payment  as 
the  legatees  object; "  ' — "  I  will  not  fail  to  meet  you  on  fair  terms, 
and  hope,  within  perhaps  a  week,  to  be  able  to  pay  you  at  all  events 
a  portion  of  the  debt,  when  we  shall  settle  about  the  liquidation  of 
the  balance ;"  * — "  I  send  you  an  account  of  some  debts  due  to  me; 
collect  them,  and  pay  yourself,  and  you  and  I  shall  then  be  clear;"' 
— "  Arrangements  have  been  made  to  enable  me  to  discharge  your 
debt;  funds  have  been  appointed  for  that  purpose,  of  which  A.  is 
trustee,  and  to  him  I  refer  you  for  further  information  ;"  '" — "Send 
me  in  any  demand  you  have  to  make  on  me,  and,  if  just,  I  shall  not 
give  you  the  trouble  of  going  to  law  ;"  " — "  I  will  not  pay  your 


'  Fearn  v.  Lewis,  6  Bing.  349;  1  M.  &  P.  1,  S.  C. 

2  Morrill  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  W.  402;  8  C.  &  P.  24(j,  S.  C;  Hamilton?).  Terry, 
n  Com.  B.  954;  Cawley  v.  Furnell,  12  Com.  B.  291. 
'  Linsell  v.  Bonsor,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  241;  2  Scott.  399,  S.  C. 

*  A' Court  V.  Cross,  3  Bing.  329. 

s  Buckmaster  v.  Enssell,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  389;  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  745,  S.  C. 

*  Richardson  v.  Barry,  29  Beav.  22. 

'  Briggs  V.  Wilson,  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  12,  21. 

8  Hart  u.  Prendergast,  14  M.  &  W.  741;  Smith  v.  Thome,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
199;  18  Q.  B.  134,  S.  C;  Eackham  v.  Marriott,  1  H.  &  N.  234 ;  2  H.  &  N.  196, 
S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch. 

'  Eoutledge  v.  Ramsay,  8  A.  &E.  221;  3  N.  &  P.  319,  S.  C. 

'»  Whippey  v.  Hillary,  3  B.  &  Ad.  399;  5  C.  &  P.  209,  S.  C.  This  case  over- 
rules Bailliei).  Ld.  Inchiquin,  1  Esp.  435,  as  the  courtadmitted  in  Routledge  t). 
Ramsay,  8  A.  &  E.  223,  224. 

"  Spong  V.  Wright,  9  M.  &  W.  629.  See  Collinson  v.  Margesson,  27  L.  J. 
Ex.  305;  Cassidy  v.  Firman,  I.  R.,  I.  C.  L.  8. 
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demand,  for  it  is  of  more  than  six  years  standing;  "  ' — "  I  ha,\e 
sent  you  a  note  for  the  money  I  owe  you,"  the  note  so  sent  being 
inadmissible  in  evidence  for  want  of  a  proper  stamp.^ 

§  1077.  So,  the  following  conditioned  acknowledgments  have  been  J  990 
deemed  insufficient,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  conditions  had 
respectively  been  fulfilled  : — "  I  cannot  pay  the  debt  now,  but  I  will 
as  soon  as  I  can  ;"  ' — "  We  are  waiting  a  remittance  from  Liver- 
pool against  beef  we  want  to  sell;  when  it  comes,  we  shall  send  you 
the  amount  of  the  bill ;  "  * — "  I  shall  be  most  happy  to  pay  you 
principal  and  interest  as  soon  as  convenient."  ^ 

§  1078.  On  the  other  hand,  cases  have  been  taken  out  of  the  ^  ggj 
operation  of  the  statute,  when  the  letters,  in  substance,  contained 
such  expressions  as  the  following  : — "  I  can  never  be  happy  till  I 
have  paid  you  ;  your  account  is  correct,  and  would  that  I  were  now 
going  to  inclose  the  amount ; "" — "  I  wish  I  could  comply  with 
your  request,  for  I  am  anxious  to  pay  your  bill.  I  hope  that  out 
of  the  present  harvest  it  will  be  paid ;  if  not,  the  concern  must  be 
broken  up  to  meet  it ; "  '— "  I  am  in  your  debt,  and  will  not  avail 
myself  of  the  statute;  but  we  do  not  agree  as  to  the  amount,  and 
until  this  be  ascertained,  I  cannot  move  a  step  towards  giving  you 
satisfaction,  and  doing  justice  to  my  other  creditors;  "* — "  I  will  pay 

1  Brigstocke  v.  Smith,  1  C.  &  M.  483;  2  Tyr.  445,  S.  C. ;  Coltman  v.  Marsh,  3 
Taunt.  380. 

2  Parmiter  v.  Parmiter,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  135;  3  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  461,  S.  C. 
5  Tanner  t).  Smart,  6  B.  &  C.  603;  9  D.  &  R.  549,  S.  C;  Haydon  n.  Williams, 

7  Bing.  167,  perTindal,  C.  J.;  Ayton  v.  Bolt,  4  Bing.  105;  Gould  v.  Shirley,  2 
M.  &  P.  581. 

*  Hodgens  v.  Graham,  Ale.  &  Nap.  49. 

^  Edmunds  v.  Downes,  2  C.  &  M.  459;  4  T^yr.  173,  S.  C;  Meyerhoff  i). 
Froehlich,  L.  R.,  3  C.  P.  D.  333;  48  L.  J.,  C.  P.  43,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  S.  C,  and 
L.  R.,  4  C.  P.  D.  63. 

«  Dodson  „.  Mackey,  8  A.  &E.  225,  n.;  4  N.  &  M.  327,  S.  C. 

'  Bird  V.  Gammon,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  83;  5  Scott,  213,  S.  C;  Martin  v.  Geoghe- 
gan,  13  Ir.  Law  R.  403. 

"  Gardner  v.  M'Mahon,  3  Q.  B.  561;  2  G.  &  D.  593,  S.  C.  This  case  was 
questioned  by  Alderson,  B.,  in  Hart  v.  Prendergast,  14  M.  &  W.  746.  See 
Leland  v.  Murphy,  16  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  500;  Crawford  «.  Crawford,  I.  R.,  2  Eq. 
166;  Burrows  v.  Ba:ker,  I.  R.,  3  Eq.  596;  Bewley  v.  Power,  Hayes  &  Jon.  368; 
and  Prance  v.  Sympson,  1  Kay,  678,  mted  ante,  p.  922,  n.  '. 
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you  your  debt  by  instalments,  but  I  demur  to  pay  the  interest;'" — 
"  Tour  bill  does  not  sufficiently  specify  the  work  done,  and  I  shall 
feel  obliged  if  you  will  more  particularly  explain  it.  I  will  settle 
your  account  immediately;  but  being  at  a  distance,  I  want  every- 
thing explicit.  Tell  H.  to  send  me  the  agreements,  and  I  will 
return  them  by  the  first  post  with  instructions  to  pay,  if  correct; "  ^ 
— "  The  old  account  between  us  which  has  been  standing  over  so 
long  has  not  escaped  our  memory,  and  as  soon  as  we  can  get  our 
affairs  arranged  we  will  see  you  are  paid ;  perhaps,  in  the  mean- 
time, you  will  let  your  clerk  send  me  an  account  of  how  it  stands;'" 
— "  I  shall  be  obliged  to  you  to  send  in  your  account,  and  can  give 
no  further  orders  till  this  be  done;  "  * — "  If  you  send  me  the  parti- 
culars of  your  account  with  vouchers,  I  will  examine  it  and  send 
cheque.  But  the  amount  cannot  be  anything  like  the  amount  you 
now  claim; "  ^■^"  I  am  ashamed  your  account  has  stood  so  long;  I 
must  trespass  on  your  kindness  a  little  longer,  till  a  turn  in  trade 
takes  place;"  ° — "Your  demand  is  not  just;  I  am  not  in  your  debt 
anything  like  90Z. ;  I  will  settle  the  difference  when  we  meet;  "  ' — 
"  I  have  recived  your  letter,''  [which  stated  that  some  items  in  the 
bill  sent  with  it  were  of  more  than  six  years'  standing];  "P.  will 
attend  for  me  to  tax  your  costs,  and  one  will  ttien  know  what  to 
pay,  the  other  what  to  receive; "  * — "  I  send  you  my  account, 
leaving  a  blank  for  your  counter-demand  on  me,  and  beg  that  you 
will  favour  me  with  the  balance; "  ■* — "  I  will  at  any  time  pay  my 

^  Shah  Mukhun  Lall  v.  Nawab  Imtiazood  Dowlah,  10  Moo.  Ind.  App.  C. 
362.     See  Wilby  v.  Elgee,  10  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  497. 

''  Sid  well  V.  Mason,  2  H.  &  N.  306;  Godwin  v.  Culley,  4  H.  &  N.  373. 

*  Chasemore  v.  Turner,  10  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  500,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  45  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  66,  S.  C;  but  see  Green  v.  Humphreys,  L.  R,  26  Ch.  D.  474,  S.  C.  ;  53  L. 
J.,  Ch.  625,  per  a.  of  App.,  reversing  S.  C.  in  L.  E.,  23  Ch.  D.  207,  and  52  L. 
J.,  Ch.  659,  per  Pollock,  B. 

*  Quincey  v.  Sharpe,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  D.  72;  45  L.  J.,  Ex.  347,  S.  C. 

5  skeat  V.  Lindsay,  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  249;  L.  R.,  2  Ex.  D.  314,  S.  C.  nom. 
Skeet  V.  Lindsay. 

«  Cornforth  u.  Smithard,  5  H.  &N.  13;  Lee  v.  Wilmot,  35  L.  J.,  Ex.  175; 
1  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  364;  and  4  H.  &  C.  469,  S.  C. 

'  Colledge  v.  Horn,  3  Bing.  119;  10  Moore,  431,  S.  C;  Edmonds  v.  Goater, 
15  Beav.  415. 

^  Murphy  v.  Meredith,  5  Ir.  Law  R.  120.  Held,  that  this  was  not  a  con- 
ditional acknowledgment,  on  which  the  plaintiff  could  only  recover  on  proof 
of  taxation  of  costs.     See  Archer  v.  Leonard,  15  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  267. 

»  Waller  v.  Lacy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  54;  1  Scott,  N.  R.  186;  8  Dowl.  563,  S.  C; 
"Williams  v.  Griffith,  3  Ex.  R.  335. 
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proportion  of  the  joint  debt;  "  ' — "I  cannot  comply  with  your  re- 
quest yet ;  the  best'  -way  for  you  will  be  to  send  me  the  bill  you  hold, 
and  draw  another  for  30Z.,  the  balance  of  your  money." 


§  1079.  In  order  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  5  992 
by  a  part-payment,  it  is  not  necessary  that  at  the  time  of  the  pay- 
ment the  exact  amount  remaining  due  should  be  distinctly  ascer- 
tained.' Still,  it  must  appear  that  the  payment  was  made,  not  only 
on  account  of  a  debt,  but  on  account  of  the  debt  for  which  the  action 
is  brought;  and  therefore,  if  there  be  two  undisputed  but  entirely 
separate  debts,  a  part  payment  within  six  years,  not  specifically 
appropriated,  will  not,  as  it  seems,  bar  the  statute  as  to  either.* 
Moreover,  it  must  appear  that  the  payment  was  made  in  part  dis- 
charge of  the  debt  declared  on;  for  the  meaning  of  part-payment 
is  not  the  naked  fact  of  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  but  payment 
of  a  smaller  on  account  of  a  greater  sum,  due  from  the  person 
making  the  payment  to  him  to  whom  it  is  made;  which  part-pay- 
ment implies  an  admission  of  such  greater  sum  being  then  due,  and 
a  promise  to  pay  it.°  The  circumstances,  too,  must  be  such  as  to 
warrant  the  jury  ia  inferring  a  promise  to  pay  the  remainder;  and 
therefore,  if  part-payment  be  accompanied  by  a  positive  refusal  to 
pay  any  more,  it  will  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  though 
the  debtor  admits  that  the  remainder  is  due.^  The  payment,  also, 
of  a  dividend  under  the  Bankruptcy  law,'  or  the  payment  of  interest 
in  pursuance  of  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  former  action,  to  which 


1  Lechmere  v.  Fletcher,  1  C.  &  M.  623;  3  Tyr.  450,  S.  C. 

'  Dabbs  V.  Humphries,  10  Blng.  446.  See,  also,  Evans  v.  Simon,  9  Ex.  E. 
282;  Collis  v.  Stack,  1  H.  &  N.  605.  The  older  authorities  are  not  here 
referred  to,  as  few  of  them  are  law.  They  will  be  found  noticed  in  2  St.  Ev. 
662—667. 

2  Walker  v.  Butler,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  377;  6  E.  &  B.  506,  S.  C. 

*  Burn  V.  Boulton,  2  Com.  B.  476.  But  see  Walker  v.  Butler,  6  E.  &  B. 
509 — 511.     See,  also,  Nash  v.  Hodgson,  cited  post,  ?  1081. 

5  Tippets  V.  Heane,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  252 ;  4  Tyr.  772,  S.  C. ;  Waters  v. 
Tompkins,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  723;  Tyi-.  &  6r.  137,  S.  C;  Waugh  v.  Cope,  6  M. 
&  W.  824,  829.     See  Worthington  v.  Grimsditch,  7  Q.  B.  479. 

"  Wainman  v.  Kynman,  1  Ex.  R.  118. 

'  Topping,  Ex  parte,  In  re  Levey  &  Robson,  34  L.  J.,  Bkptcy.  44,  per  Ld. 
Cranworth,  C. ;  Davies  v.  Edwards,  7  Ex.  R.  22. 
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the  Statute  of  Limitations  has  been  unsuccessfully  pleaded,  is  open 
to  the  ^ame  objection.  The  reason  why  the  effect  of  part-payment 
is  left  untouched  by  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  appears  to  be,  that  it  is 
an  admission  evidenced  by  an  act,  and,  as  such,  not  so  liable  to 
misinterpretation  or  mistake  as  a  mere  acknowledgment  by  words} 

§  1080.  It  has  been  urged  that,  on  the  same  ground,  the  sale  and  i  993 
■delivery  of  goods,  which,  equally  with  the  payment  of  money,  are 
acts  done,  should  be  exempted  from  the  operation  of  Lord  Tenter- 
den's Act;  but  the  answer  is  that,  however  this  may  be  in  theory, 
the  statute  in  fact  contains  no  exception  in  favour  of  the  sale  or 
delivery  of  goods.  These  acts,  therefore,  are  not  sufficient  to  take 
a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  unless  done  under  cir- 
cumstances which  would  render  the  delivery  equivalent  to  payment;' 
ss,  for  instance,  if  the  parties  were  expressly  to  agree  that  goods 
delivered  by  the  one  should  be  taken  by  the  other  in  part  payment 
of  the  debt.*  In  such  a  case  the  statute  would  be  barred,  for  the  , 
Legislature  never  intended  that  the  "part-payment"  should  neces- 
sarily be  in  actual  money,  but  it  will  sUfSce  if  it  be  made  in  any 
mode  which  the  parties  agree  shall  be  treated  as  equivalent  to  a 
money  payment.^ 

§  1081.  Neither  will  the  existence  of  items  within  six  years  in    g  994 
an  open  account,  operate  to  take  the  previous  portion  of  the  account 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  there  must  be  an  actual  part- 
payment  in  cash,  or  something  equivalent  to  it.°     Moreover,  if  in  a 

•  Morgan  v.   Rowlands,  41  L.  J.,  Q.  B.   187  ;  7  Law  Rep.,  Q.   B.  493,  S.  C. 
'  Waters  v.  Tompkins,  2  C.   M.  &  R.  726,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Bodger  v.  Arch, 

10  Ex.  R.  340,  per  id. 

s  Cottam  V.  Partridge,  4  M.  &  Gr.  271,  287—289,  291—293  ;  4  Scott,  N.  R. 
819,  S.  C. ;  overruling  Catlin  v.  Skoulding,  6  T.  R.  189,  as  only  applicable  to 
the  state  of  the  law  previous  to  the  passing  of  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act.  See, 
also,  Williams  v.  Griffiths,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  46,  47,  per  Parke,  B. 

*  Hart  V.  Nash,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  337  ;  Hooper  v.  Stephens,  4  A.  &  E.  71 ;  7 
C.  &  P.  260,  S.  C. ;  Blair  v.  Ormond,  17  Q.  B.  434,  435.  See  Hughes  v. 
Paramore,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  681  ;  7  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  229,  S.  C. 

5  Bodger  v.  Arch,  10  Ex.  R.  333,  340,  per  Parke,  B.;  Amos  v.  Smith,  31 
L.  J.,  Ex.  423  ;  1  H.  &  C.  238,  S.  C;  Maber  v.  Maber,  36  L.  J.,  Ex.  70 ;  2 
Law  Rep.,  Ex.  153,  S.  C. 

6  Cottam  ■».  Partridge,  4  M.  &  Gr.  271 ;  4  Scott,  N.  R.  819,  S.  C. ;  Williams 
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continuous  account  some  items  have  accrued  before,  and  others 
•within,  the  six  years,  the  mere  payment  of  a  sum  by  the  debtor, 
without  any  evidence  of  an  appropriation  on  his  part,  or  of  an  in- 
tention to  apply  such  sum  in  part  discharge  of  the  earlier  items, 
•will  not  have  the  effect  of  exempting  them  from  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations;  though,  in  such  case,  the  creditor  may  at 
any  time  apply  the  payment  to  the  debts  that  have  been  due  for  a 
longer  period  than  six  years.'  Where  a  party  had  been  the  maker 
of  three  promissory  notes,  two  of  which  were  barred  by  the  statute, 
but  the  other  was  not  barred,  a  payment  made  by  him  on  account  of 
interest  generally  was  attributed  exclusively  to  the  note  •which  was 
not  barred.^  It  has  been  held  in  one  case,  that  the  going  through 
an  account  with  items  on  both  sides,  and  striking  a  balance,  was  an 
act  equivalent  to  part-payment;  the  apparent  ground  of  the  decision 
being,  that  such  a.  proceeding  converted  the  set-off  into  payments, 
and  raised  a  new  consideration  for  the  liquidation  of  the  balance.^ 
Be  this  as  it  may,  the  doctrine  will  not  extend  to  a  case  where  an 
account  has  been  furnished  merely  by  one  party,  even  though  it  con- 
tain cross-items,  and  fix  the  balance  due.*  Neither  will  it  apply 
where  the  account  actually  stated  and  settled  by  both  parties  con- 
tains items  on  one  side  only,°  for  it  will  then  be  no  more  than  a 
mere  parol  statement  of,  and  promise  to  pay,  an  existing  debt;  and 
to  hold  such  a  statement  of  account  to  be  sufficient,  would  be  to 
repeal  the  statute.* 

§  1082.  Though  the  payment,  in'  order  to  take  the  case  out  of   ?  995 
the  operation  of  the  statute,  may  be  either  of  principal  or  of  interest, 

V.  Griffiths,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  45  ;  5  Tyr.  748,  S.  C;  Mills  v.  Fowkes,  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
455 ;  7  Scott,  444,  S.  C. ;  "Waller  v.  Lacy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  54,  75  ;  1  Scott,  N.  E. 
186,  S.  C. ;  Williams  v.  Griffith,  3  Ex.  E.  335. 

'  Mills  V.  Fowkes,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  455  ;  7  Scott,  444,  S.  C.  See  Ee  Eain- 
forth,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  5,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  overruling  a  decision  by  Fry,  J., 
reported  in  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  725. 

2  Nash  V.  Hodgson,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  186  ;  6  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  474,  S.  C, 
reversing  decision  of  Wood,  V.-C,  reported  in  1  Kay,  650. 

'  Ashby  V.  James,  11  M.  &  W.  542. 

*  Bristow  V.  Miller,  11  Ir.  Law  Eep.,  461,  472. 

5  Ashby  v.  James,  11  M.  &  W.  543,  544,  per  Alderson,  B.,  apparently  over- 
ruling Smith  V.  Forty,  4  C.  &  P.  126,  per  "Vaughan,  B. 

8  Jones  V.  Eyder,  4  M.  &  W.  32 ;  Eeeves  v.  Heame,  1  M.  &  W.  323  ; 
Hopkins  v.  Logan,  5  M.  &  W.  248,  per  Parke  &  Alderson,  Bs. ;  Clark  v. 
Alexander,  8  Scott,  N.  E.  147. 
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yet  if  the  debt  be  made  up  of  sums  due  on  both  these  accounts, 
the  payment  of  the  principal  will  raise  no  implied  promise  to  pay 
the  interest,  at  least,  if  accompanied  by  a  refusal  to  pay  it;'  but 
the  payment  of  interest  barred  by  the  statute,  though  it  does  not 
necessarily  prove  that  the  principal  money  is  due,  is  some  evidence 
of  that  fact;^  and  if  coupled  with  other  circumstances,  as,  for 
instance,  if.  the  interest  was  due  upon  a  note,  which  was  allowed  to 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  the  payment  of  that  interest 
might  fairly  be  regarded  as  a  sufBcient  acknowledgment  of  the 
currency  of  the  note,  to  revive  the  claim  for  the  principal.'  Where 
a  bill  is  drawn  in  part  payment  of  a  debt,  it  operates  to  defeat  the 
statute  from  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the  creditor,*  and  this,  too, 
whether  the  bill  be  subsequently  honoured  or  not;  for  the  word 
"  payment "  in  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  must  be  taken  to  be  used  by 
the  Legislature  in  a  popular  sense,  and  in  a  sense  large  enough  to 
include  not  only  payments  in  actual  satisfaction,  but  also  conditional 
payments. 

§  1083.  With  respect  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  fact  of  payment,  ?  996 
the  courts  for  many  years  put  a  forced,  though  salutary,  construc- 
tion on  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  and  held  that  the  fact  could  not  be 
established  by  any  admission  of  the  debtor  short  of  an  acknowledg- 
ment in  writing  duly  signed.^  This  doctrine,  however,  was  at 
length  rejected  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  as  untenable,  and  it  is 
now  settled  law  that  a  mere  parol  acknowledgment,  either  of  part 
payment  of  principal,  or  of  payment  of  interest,  within  six  years, 
will  suffice  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.^  It 
seems  almost  needless  to  add,  that,  when  the  fact  of  some  payment 
having  been  made  has  once  been  proved,  recourse  can  be  had  to  the 

1  Collyer  v.  Willock,  4  Bing.  313. 

2  Purdon  v.  Purdon,  10  M.  &  W.  562. 

3  Bealy  v.  Greenslade,  2  C.  &  J.  61;  Bamfield  v.  Tapper,  7  Ex.  R.  27; 
Eutherford,  Re,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  654;  overruling  S.  C,  Id.  345;  also  reported  in 
L.  E.,  14  Ch.  D.  687. 

*  Turney  v.  Dodwell,  3  E.  &  B.  136,;  Irving  v.  Veitch,  3  M.  &  "W.  90  ; 
Gowan  v.  Foster,  3  B.  &Ad.  507. 

*  Bayley  u  Ashton,  12  A.  &  E.  493  ;  4  P.  &  D.  204,  S.  C;  Willis  v. 
Newham,  5  Y.  &  J.  518  ;  Maghee  v.  O'Neil,  7  M.  &  AV.  531;  Eastwood  v. 
Saville,  9  M.  &  W.  615. 

*  Cleave  v.  Jones,  6  Ex.  R.  573.  See,  also,  Edwards  i>.  Janes,  1  Kay  &  J. 
534. 
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parol  admissions  of  the  debtor,  whether  made  before,  or  after,  or 
at  the  tirtfe  of  payment,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  on  what  account 
that  payment  was  made.'  Though  reasonable  evidence  must  be 
given  of  the  identity  of  the  debt,  on  account  of  which  payment 
was  made,  with  that  which  forms  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,^ 
the  jury  will  be  warranted  in  inferring  such  identity,  in  the  absence 
of  any  proof  of  more  debts  than  one  being  acknowledged  to  be  due.^ 


§  1084.  Under  §  5  of  Lord  Tenterden's  Act*  "no  action  could 
be  maintained  whereby  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  promise  made 
after  full  age  to  pay  any  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  or  upon 
any  ratification  after  full  age  of  any  promise  or  simple  contract 
made  during  infancy,  unless  such  promise  or  ratification  were  made 
by  some  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  he  charged  therewith."  As 
that  provision  was  not  considered  sufficiently  stringent  to  protect 
improvident  young  men  from  designing  sharpers,  the  Legislature 
again  interposed  in  1874,  and  passed  an  enactment  which  absolutely 
prohibits  the  bringing  of  any  action  "  upon  any  promise  made  after 
full  age  to  pay  any  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  or  upon  any 
ratification  made  after  full  age  of  any  promise  or  contract  made 
during  infancy,  whether  there  shall  ot  shall  not  be  any  new  con- 
sideration for  such  promise  or  ratification  after  full  age."  °  These 
words  will  include  ratification  made  after  the  7th  of  August, 
1874,  even  though  it  relate  to  a  contract  made  before  that  date  ;  ° 
they  will  extend  to  the  ratification  of  a  promise  to  marry;'  and 
they  will  also,  in  judicial   construction,  be  held  applicable  to  any 

'  Waters  -v.  Tompkins,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  723  ;  Tyr.  &  Gr.  137,  S.  C.  ; 
Bevan  v.  Gething,  3  Q.  B.  740;  3  G.  &  D.  59,  S.  C;  Edan  v.  Dudfield,  1  Q. 
B.  307,  308,  per  Ld.  Denman.     See  Baildon  v.  Walton,  1  Ex.  R.  617. 

^  Waters  v.  TompkiHS,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  727,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  Evans  v.  Davies,  4  A.  &  E.  840;  3  N.  &  P.  464,  S.  C;  Bum  v.  Boulton, 
2  Com.  B.  476.  As  to  the  law,  where  payment  is  made  by  one  of  several 
joint  debtors,  see  ante,  ?§  744 — ^746. 

*  9  G.  4,  c.  14,  I  5,  repealed  by  38  &  39  V.,  c.  66. 

s  37  &  38  v.,  c.  62,  ■?  2. 

"  Ex  parte  Kibble,  re  Onslow,  10  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  373. 

'  Coxhead  v.  Mullis,  L.  R.,  3  C.  P.  D.  439;  47  L.  J.,  C.  P.  761,  S.  C.  But 
see  Northcote  J).  Doughty,  L.  R.,  4  C.  P.  D.  385;  and  Ditcham  v.  Worrall,  L. 
R.,  5  C.  P.  D.  410;  49  L.  J.,  C.  P.  688,  S.  C,  in  which  the  fixing  of  the 
wedding-day  by  the  parties  was  regarded  by  the  court  as  tantamount  to  a 
fresh  promise. 
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set-o£E  or  counter-claim,  although,  in  strict  interpretation,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Act  would  seem  prima  facie  to  be  confined  to  actions 
brought.' 


§  1085.  §  6  of  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  enacts,  that  "  no  action  J  998 
shall  be  brought,  whereby  to  charge  any  person  upon,  or  by  reason 
of,  any  Representation  or  assurance  made  or  given  concerning  or 
relating  to  the  character,^conducilf,  credit,  ability,  trade,  or  dealings 
of  any  other  person,  to  the  intent  or  purpose  that  such  other  person 
may  obtain  credit,  money,  or  goods  upon,"  unless  such  representation 
or  assurance  be  made  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged 
therewith." "  This  provision, — which  is  now  in  substance  extended 
to  Scotland  by  the  Act  of  19  &  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  s.  6, — was  rendered 
necessary  by  the  case  of  Pasley  v.  Freeman,*  which  afforded  ample 
opportunity  for  evading  the  enactment  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
that  required  guarantees  to  be  in  writing,^  by  enabling  the  plaintiff 
to  shape  his  demand,  not  upon  a  special  promise  to  answer  for  the 
debt  or  default  of  another,  but  upon  a  tort  or  wrong  done  to  him, 
by  some  false  or  fraudulent  representation  made  by  the  defendant, 
in  order  to  induce  him  to  contract  with  another  person. 

§  1086.  The  meaning  of  the  word  "  ability,"  mentioned  in  the  §  999 
section,  'has  been  the  subject  of  more  than  one  lengthened  dis- 
cussion in  the  courts  of  law.  In  Lyde  v.  Barnard,^  an  action 
was  brought  against  the  trustees  of  Lord  Edward  Thynne,  for 
falsely  representing  that  Lord  Edward's  life-interest  in  certain 
trust  property  was  charged  with  only  three  annuities,  whereby  ■ 
the    plaintiff    was  induced    to    purchase    an  annuity  from  Lord 


'  Kawley  v.  Eawley,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  460;  45  L.' J.,  Q.  B.  674,  S.  C.  in  Ct. 
of  App. 

''  The  word  ' '  upon  ' '  is  obviously  a  misprint. 

"  See  Swift  v.  Jewesbury,  43  L!  J.,  Q.  B.  56,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ch. 
App.  301,  S.  C,  where  it  was  held  that  the  signature  of  a  manager  of  a  banking 
company  was  not  the  signature  of  the  bank  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act, 
overruling  Swift  u.  Winterbotham,  42  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  Ill;  8  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B. 
244,  S.  C. 

«  3  T.  E.  51;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  68,  S.  C. 

*  Ante,  ?§  1019,  1030—1034. 

« 1  M.  &  "W.  101;  Tyr.  &  Gr.  250,  S.  C.     See  1  Smith,  L.  C.  167—169. 
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Edward,  secured  by  his  bond,  &c.,  and  by  an  assignment  of  his 
interest  in  the  trust  fund;  whereas  the  defendant  well  knew  that 
the  said  interest  was  also  charged  with  a  mortgage  of  20,000Z. 
It  appearing  at  the  trial  that  the  representations  were  by  parol, 
the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  were  equally  .divided  on 
the  question,  whether  they  related  to  the  ability  of  Lord  Edward; 
Barons  Parke  and  Alderson ,  contending  that  they  simply  had 
reference  to  the  state  of  the  fund;  but  Lord  Abinger  and  Baron 
G-urney,  with  apparently  more  reason,  folding  that  they  related 
to  the  state  of  the  fund,  as  an  element  only  of  Lord  Edward's 
personal  credit,  and  that  substantially  the  question  which  they 
purported  to  answer,  regarded  his  ability  to  give  security  of  ade- 
quate value.  This  last  opinion  is  somewhat  confirmed  by  a  sub- 
sequent decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.'  There,  a  false 
representation  by  a  solicitor,  that  his  client  might  be  safely  trusted, 
because  he  had  lately  purchased  an  estate,  and  the  title  deeds  were 
in  his  (the  solicitor's)  possession,  so  that  the  client  could  do 
nothing  withont  his  knowledge,  was  held  by  the  judges  to  be  a 
representation  respecting  the  ability  of  the  client,  which,  conse- 
quently, required  to  be  in  writing. 

§  1087.  In  order  to  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  it  is  §  looo 
not  necessary  that  the  action  should  be  brought  directly  upon  the 
representation;  but  where  a  plaintiff  sought,  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  which  he 
had  supplied  to  a  third  party  on  the  defendant's  representation, 
and  which  had  been  sold  by  such  third  party,  and  the  proceeds 
paid  to  the  defendant,  the  court  held  that,  as  the  plaintiff 's  case 
rested  on  the  misrepresentation  alone,  it  directly  fell  within  the 
terms  of  the  Act.^  Perhaps,  had  the  misrepresentation  formed 
only  one  link  in  the  chain  of  fraud,  by  which  the  plaintiff  had 
been  deprived  of  his  goods,  the  result  might  have  been  different.' 
The  Act  also  applies  to  a  misrepresentation  made  by  one  partner 
respecting  the  credit  of  the  firm.*  When  several  false  represen- 
tations respecting  a  man's  character  have  been  made  by  different 


'  Swann  v.  Phillips,  8  A.  &  E.  457;  3  N.  &  P.  447,  S.  C. 
'  Haslock  V.  Fergusson,  7  A.  E.  86;  2  N.  &'P.  269,  S.  C.  '  Id. 

*  Devaux  v.  Steinkeller,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  84;  8  Scott,  202,  S.  C. 
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persons,  or  when  the  same  person  has  made  one  representation  in 
writing  and  another  in  conversation,  the  action  will  be  maintain- 
able, if  the  jury  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  mainly  or  even 
partially  induced  by  the  writing  declared  on  to  give  the  credit  which 
occasioned  the  loss.' 

§  1088.  To  take  a  case  out  of  the  Real  Property  Limitation  Acts  §  1001 
of  1833,^  or  1874,'  the  several  acknowledgments  mentioned  therein 
must  all  be  in  writing  and  duly  signed.  Thus,  under  §  14  of  the 
first  Act,  "  an  acknowledgment  of  the  title  of  the  person  entitled  to 
any  land,  or  rent,"  must,  in  order  to  neutralize  the  effect  of  his 
discontinuance  of  the  possession,  or  of  the  receipt  of  the  profits,  or 
of  rent,  be  "  given  to  him  or  his  agent  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
person  in  possession,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  such  land,  or 
in  receipt  of  such  rent."  So,  under  §  7  *  of  the  last  Act,  "  an 
acknowledgment  in  writing  of  the  title  of  the  mortgagor,  or  of 
his  right  of  redemption,"  must,  in  order  to  keep  alive  his  rights, 
in  the  event  of  the  mortgagee  obtaining  the  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  profits  of  any  land,  or  the  receipt  of  any  rent,  be  "  given  to 
the  mortgagor,  or  some  person  claiming  his  estate,  or  to  the  agent 
of  such  mortgagor  or  person,  signed  by  the  mortgagee,  or  the 
person  claiming  through  him."^  §  8°  of  the  last  Act  also  enacts, 
that  "  no  action,  or  suit,  or  other  proceeding  shall  be  brought  to 
recover  any  sum  of  money  secured  by  any  mortgage,  judgment,  or 
lien,  or  otherwise  charged  upon,  or  payable  out  of,  any  land'  or 
rent,  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  any  legacy,  but  within  twelve  years  next 

1  Wade  V.  Tatton,  25  L.  J.,  C.  P.  240. 

'  3  &  4  "W.  4,  c.  27;  extended  to  Ireland  by  6  &  7  V.,  c.  54,  and  7  &  8  V.,  c. 
27.     See  ante,  2  74,  n.  ■*. 

'  37  &  38  v.,  c.  57.     See  ante,  ?  74,  n.  *. 

'  Set  out  verbatim,  ante,  §  747,  n.  '. 

*  As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  to  satisfy  these  words,  see 
Stansfield  o.  Hobson,  16  Beav.  236;  3  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  620,  S.  C;  Trulock 
V.  Eobey,  12  Sim.  402;  Thompson  v.  Bowyer,  2  New  E.  504,  per  Bomilly, 
M.  e: 

«  This  section  has  been  substituted  for  §  40  of  3  &  4  "W.  4,  c.  27,  which  sec- 
tion was  repealed  by  ?  9  of  37  &  38  V.,  c.  57. 

'  Money  due  on  a  bond  executed  by  an  ancestor  is  not  a  sum  "charged 
upon,  or  payable  out  of,  any  land,"  within  the  meaning  of  this  section;  Eod- 
dam  V.  Morley,  1  De  Gex  &  J.  1;  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  438,  S.  C;  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  329, 
S.  C,  cor.  Wood,  V.-C;  Morley  v.  Morley,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  1;  6  De  Gex,  M.  &  G. 

610,  S.  C. 

(3805) 


936  WRITTEN  ACKNOWLEDGMENTS  OF  TITLE.  [PAET  11. 

after  a  present  right  to  receive  the  same  shall  have  accrued  to  some 
person,  capable  of  giving  a  discharge  for,  or  release  of,  the  same; 
unless,  in  the  meantime,'  some  part  of  the  principal  money,  ot 
some  interest  thereon,  shall  have  been  paid,  or  some  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  given  in  writing  signed  by 
the  person  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  payable,^  or  his  agent,  to  the 
person  entitled  thereto,  or  his  agent;  and  in  such  case  no  such  action 
or  suit  or  proceeding  shall  be  brought,  but  within  twelve'  years  after 
such  payment  or  acknowledgment,  or  the  last  of  such  payments  or 
acknowledgments,  if  more  than  one  was  given."  * 

§  1089.  No  acknowledgment  of  any  title  mentioned  in  these  Acts  ^  ^""^^ 
will  be  operative  to  restore  such  title  after  it  has  once  been  extin- 
guished by  the  effluxion  of  time.^  The  acknowledgment,  also,  must 
be  distinct  and  unconditional;  and,  therefore,  where  a  party  in 
adverse  possession  of  land,  on  being  applied  to  by  the  person 
claiming  title  to  it,  to  pay  rent  and  take  a  lease,  wrote  in 
answer: — ''Although,  if  matters  were  contested,  I  think  I  could 
establish  a  legal  right  to  the  premises,  yet,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, I  will  accede  to  your  proposal  of  my  paying  a  moderate 
rent,  on  an  agreement  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years;" — it  was 
held,  that,  as  this  arrangement  was  never  carried  into  effect,  the 
letter  written  with  a  view  to  it  could  not  be  regarded  as  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  title,  within  the  meaning  of  §  14  of  the  Act  of  1833." 
Where  an  acknowledgment  of  title  is  distinct,  no  objection  can  be 
taken  to  it  on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  compulsion  and 
given  upon  oath.    An  answer,  therefore,  to  a  bill  in  Chancery  under 

1  As  to  the  meaning  of  these  words,  see  Harty  v.  Davis,  13  Ir.  Law  E.  23. 

^  As  to  the  meaning  of  these  words,  see  and  compare  Toft  v.  Stephenson, 
1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  28,  40;  Pears  v.  Laing,  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  225,  per  Bacon,  V.-C; 
Holding  V.  Lane,  1  De  Gex,  J.  &  S.  122,  per  Ld.  Westbury,  overruling  S.  C. 
as  decided  by  Stuart,  V.-C,  3  Gifif.  561;  and  In  re  Fitzmaurice,  15  Ir.  Eq.  R., 
N.  S.  445. 

'  See  Sutton  v.  Sutton,  L.  R.,  22  Ch.  D.  511;  52  L.  J.,  Ch.  333,  S.  C;  Fearn- 
side  V.  Flint,  L.  E.,  22  Ch.  D.  579;  52  L.  J.,  Ch.  479,  S.  C. 

*  See  23  &  24  V.,  c.  38,  §  13,  as  to  claims  to  the  estates  of  persons  dying  in- 
testate; also,  Reed  v.  Fenn,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  464. 

*  Sanders  v.  Sanders,  L.  E.,  19  Ch.  D.  373,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  51  L.  J.,  Ch. 
276.  S.  C. 

"  Doe  V.  Edmonds,  6  M.  &  W.  295.  See  Doe  v.  Beckett,  4  Q.  B.  601,  and 
cases  cited  in  the  last  five  notes. 
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the  old  forms  of  pleading  will,  if  it  acknowledges  the  plaintiff's 
title,  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute.' 

§  1090.  Again,  the  Act  passed  in  1833  for  the  Amendment  of  i  1003 
the  Law,^ — after  enacting  that  all  actions  of  debt  for  rent  upon  an 
indenture  of  demise,  or  of  covenant  or  debt  upon  any  bond  or 
other  .specialty,  or  of  debt  or  scire  facias  upon  recognizance,  must 
be  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  cause  of  such  actions 
or  suits,^ — provides,  that  "  if  any  acknowledgment  shall  have  been 
made,  either  by  writing  signed  by  the  party  liable  by  virtue  of  such 
indenture,  specialty,  or  recognizance,  or  his  agent,  or  by  part-pay- 
ment *  or  part- satisfaction,  on  account  of  any  principal  or  interest 
being  then  due  thereon,"  the  plaintiff  may  bring  his  action  for  the 
money  remaining  unpaid,  and  so  acknowledged  to  be  due,  within 
twenty  years  after  such  acknowledgment.' 


§  1091.  With  respect  to  acknowledgraents  by  signed  writings  ^  ioo4 
under  this  Act,  it  seems  to  be  clear,  that  the  amount  need  not  be 
specified  in  them  any  more  than  in  acknowledgments  under  Lord 
Tenterden's  Act;  but  if  anything  be  due,  the  amount  may  be 
proved  by  parol  evidence.  °  The  acknowledgment,  too,  need  not 
amount  to  a  promise  to  pay,'  though  it  must  contain  an  admission 
of  an  actually  existing  debt,  and  if  it  merely  shows  that  a  debt 
was  due  at  some  prior  time,  it  will  not  suffice.'  Unlike  the  law 
which  governs  the  admissions  of  simple  contract  debts  under  the 
old  Statute  of  Limitations,'  an  acknowledgment  made  to  a  third 
party  will  satisfy  this  Act;""  and  where  a  mortgagor,  in  assigning 
his  equity  of  redemption,  had  recited  that  all  interest  was  paid 

'  Goodei;.  Job,  28  L.  X,  Q.  B.  1;  1  E.  &  E.  6,  S.  C. 
'  3&iW.  4,  c.  42. 

'  i  3,  set  out,  ante,  p.  97,  n.  *.  The  Irish  Act,  16  &  17  V.,  c.  113,  contains 
a  somewhat  similar  provision,  in  ?  20. 

*  See  Ashlin  v.  Lee,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  376,  perLds.  Js. 

*  ?  5  ;  and  16  &  17  V.,  c.  113,  |  23,  Ir. 

^  Howcutt  V.  Bonser,  3  Ex.  E.  496,  per  Parke,  B. ;  see  ante,  ?  1075. 

'Moodie  v.  Bannister,  4iDrew.  432,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C.     See  ante,  ?  1075. 

«  Howcutt  V.  Bonser,  3  Ex.  E.  491.  '  See  ante,  ?  1075. 

^''  Moodie  v.  Bannister,  4  Drew.  432,  resolving  a  point  left  undecided  in 
Howcutt  V.  Bonser,  3  Ex.  E.  491,  499,  500.  See  Wilby  v.  Elgee,  10  Law  Eep., 
C.  P.  497. 
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upon  the  mortgage,  the  court  held,  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor  on  the  original  mortgage  deed, 
within  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  the  assignment,  that  such 
recital  was  ample  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  by  part-payment 
of  interest,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.'  The  assignee, 
too,  in  this  case,  having  in  pursuance  of  a  covenant  contained  in 
the  deed  of  assignment  paid  the  future  interest  to  the  mortgagee, 
such  payment  was  considered  by  the  judges  to  be  a  sufficient 
acknowledgment  as  against  the  mortgagor.^ 

§  1092.  By  the  Prescription  Acts,  claims  to  rights  of  common  §  1005 
and  other  profits  h  prendre,^  to  rights  of  way  or  other  easements,  to 
the  use  of  light,  to  the  payment  of  a  modus,  or  to  exemption  from 
tithes,  are  rendered  indefeasible  after  the  lapse  of  certain  defined 
periods,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  respective  privileges  were 
enjoyed  "  by  some  consent  or  agreement  expressly  made  or  given 
for  that  purpose  by  deed  or  virriting."  * 

§  1093.  A  proviso  is  contained  in  §  7  of  the  Railway  and  ?  1005a 
Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1854,°  to  the  effect  that  no  special  contract 
between  any  railway  or  canal  company  and  any  other  party  re- 
specting the  receiving,  forwarding,  or  delivering  of  any  animals, 
articles,  goods,  or  things,  shall  be  binding  upon  or  affect  any  such 
party,  unless  it  be  just  and  reasonable,  and  be  signed  by  such  party, 
or  by  the  person  delivering  such  things  for  carriage.' 

^  Forsyth  v.  Bristowe,  8  Ex.  R.  716.  a  Id. 

'  The  Act  does  not  apply  to  profits  &  prendre  in  gross,  Shuttleworth  v.  Le 
Fleming,  19  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  687;  or  to  rights  claimed  by  a  copyholder  in  his 
own  tenement  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  Hanmer  v.  Chance,  4  De 
Gex,  J.  &  S.  626. 

*  2&  3  W.  4,  c.  71,  U  1,  2,  3,  cited  ante,  p.  97,  n.  '' ;  extended  to  Ireland  by 
21  &  22  v.,  c.  43;  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  100,  §  1.     See  ante,  p.  96. 

"•  n  &18Y.,  c.  31;  Gregory  v.  W.  Midi.  Ey.  Co.,  33  L.  J.,  Ex.  155. 

"  See  "Wise  v.  Gt.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  258;  1  H.  &  N.  63,  S.  C; 
Simons  ti.  Gt.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  18  Com.  B.  805;  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  620;  Lond. 
&  N.-West.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Durham,  id.  826;  Pardington  v.  S.  Wales  Ey.  Co.,  1 
H.  &  N.  392;  Peek  v.  N.  Stafford.  Ey.  Co.,  10  H.  of  L.  Cas.  473;  S.  C.  32  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  241,  perDom.  Proc,  reversing  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.  5E.  &  B.  989;  and  affirm- 
ing S.  C.  in  Q.  B.,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  465;  E.  B.  &  E.  958,  S.  C. ;  M'Manus  v.  Lane. 
&  Yorkshire  Ey.  Co.,  4  H.  A  N.  327,  per  Ex.  Ch.,  reversing  S.  C.  in  Ex.,  2 
H.  &  N.  693;  Lewis  v.  Gt.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  5  H.  &  N.  867;  same  name, 
but   different   case,    L.   E.,   3    Q.    B.    D.    195,    per    Ct.  of  App.;    Beal  v. 
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§  1094  Under  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1882,  an  acceptance  g  ioosb 
of  a  bill  is  invalid,  unless,  among  other  conditions,  "  it  be  written 
on  the  bill  and  be  signed  by  the  drawee; "  but  "  the  mere  signature 
of  the  drawee  without  additional  words  is  sufficient." ' 

§  1095.  Again,  the  Truck  Act  of  1831  contains  a  special  pro-   §  io05c 
viso,  that  no  stoppage  or  deduction  shall  in  any  case  be  made  from 
the  wages  of  any  artificer  protected  by  that  statute,  unless  the 
agreement  "  for  such  stoppage  or  deduction  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  such  artificer."  ' 

§  1096.  Under  the  Act  for  amending  the  law  of  distress,  a  ^  lOOSn 
lodger,'  who  seeks  to  protect  his  goods  from  being  distrained 
upon  for  rent  due  to  the  superior  landlord,  must  "make  a  de- 
claration in  writing "  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  Act,  "  and  to 
such  declaration  shall  be  annexed  a  correct  inventory  subscribed 
by  the  lodger,  of  the  furniture,  goods,  and  chattels  referred  to  in 
the  declaration."*  The  declaration,  too,  will  be  inoperative,  unless 
it  be  made  after  the  distress  has  been  levied,  or  at  least,  autho- 
rised or  threatened.^ 

§  1097.  Under  the  Solicitors'  Bemuneration  Act,  1881,  power  is 
granted  to  any  solicitor  and  bis  client  to  contract  by  an  agreement 
"  in  writing,  signed  by  the  person  to  be  bound  thereby  or  by  his 
agent  in  that  behalf,"  respecting  the  form  and  amount  of  remunera- 
tion to  be  paid  for  professional  services  rendered  in  conveyancing 
or  other  non-contentious  business  out  of  court.^  Again,  under 
"  the  Attorneys'  and  Solicitors'  Act,  1870,"  a  solicitor,  instead  of 


S.  DevonEy.  Co.,   5  H.  &  N.  875;  3  H.  &  C.  337,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  Lloyd 
V.  Waterford  &  Lim.  Ey.  Co.,  15  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  37. 

1  45  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  §  17. 

M  &  2  W.  4,  c.  37,  U  23,  24.  See  Cutis  v.  Ward,  2  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  357; 
8  B.  &  S.  277,  S.  C. ;  Pillar  v.  Llynvi  Coal  Co.,  4  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  752. 

'  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "lodger,"  see  Phillips  v.  Henson,  L.  E., 
3  C.  P.  D.  26;  47  L.  J.,  C.  P.  273,  S.'C;  and  quaere  respecting  the  sound- 
ness of  that  decision.    See,  also,  Heawood  v.  Bone,  L.  E.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  179. 

*  34  &  35  v.,  c.  97,  ?  1.  It  is  not  clear  whether  the  declaration  must  be 
"  subscribed  "  as  well  as  the  inventory. 

5  Thwaites  v.  Wilding,  L.  E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  4;  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  1,  S.  C. 

«  44  &  45  v.,  c.  44,  i  8. 
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being  satisfied  with  ordinary  taxed  costs,  may  make  a  special  agree- 
ment with  his  client  "  respecting  the  amount  and  manner  of  pay- 
ment "  for  his  services,  whether  past  or  future,  provided  such 
agreement  be  in  writing,  and  be  signed  by  both  parties,  and 
further  that  it  be  pronounced,  either  by  the  taxing  master  or  by 
the  court,  to  be  fair  and  reasonable.^  Such  an  agreement  cannot, 
indeed,  be  enforced  by  action,'  but  the  remuneration  agreed  upon 
may,  if  the  terms  be  fair  and  reasonable,  be  recovered  in  a  summary 
way.  An  undertaking  by  a  solicitor  to  "  charge  nothing  if  he  lost 
the  action,"  does  not  fall  within  these  provisions,  and  need  not  be 
in  writing.* 

§  1098.  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  among  other  J  1006 
protections  which  it  affords  to  merchant  seamen,  enacts,  that  the 
master  of  every  ship,  except  ships  of  less  than  eighty  tons  ex- 
clusively employed  in  the  coasting  trade,  shall  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  every  seaman  whom  he  carries  to  sea  from  any 
port  of  the  United  Kingdom  as  one  of  his  crew,  which  agreement 
must  be  in  a  form  sanctioned  by  the  Board  of  Trade, — must  be 
dated  at  the  time  of  the  first  signature  being  attached  to  it, — 
must  contain  a  variety  of  particulars  specified  in  the  Act, — and 
must  be  signed  first  by  the  master  and  afterwards  by  the  seamen; 
and  the  signature  of  the  seaman  must  be  duly  attested  in  the 
case  of  a  foreign-going  ship  by  a  shipping-master,  and  in  the  case 
of  a  home-trade  ship,  either  by  a  shipping-master  or  by  some 
other  witness ;  and  in  either  event,  before  the  seaman  executes 
the  instrument,  it  must  be  read  over  and  explained  to  him,  or,  at 
'  least,  the  witness  must  ascertain  that  he  understands  its  meaning.^ 
The  same  statute  'also  enacts,  in  §  142,  that  "  in  the  case  of  every 
boy  bound  apprentice  to  the  sea  service  by  any  guardians  or  over- 


'  Ee  Lewis,  ex  p.  Munro,  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  724;  45 L.  J.,  Q.  B.  816,  S.  C, 
nom.  ex  p.  Munro,  re  Lewis.  ^  33  &34  V.,  c.  28,  ??  4,  9-  '  S  8. 

*  Jennings  1).  Johnson,  8  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  425. 

M7  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  II  149,  150,  155;  as  amended  by  36  &  37  V.,  c.  85, 
I  7.  Ag  to  how  the  agreement  is  to  be  attested  if  the  seaman  is  engaged  in 
a  Colonial  or  foreign  port,  see  H  159,  160.  As  to  what  attestation  is  necessary 
when  the  agreement  is  altered  by  the  consent  of  all  parties,  see  I  163.  As 
to  how  releases  between  master  and  seaman  are  to  be  attested  and  proved, 
see  I  175.  As  to  agreements  with  sea  fishermen  and  apprenticeships  to  the 
sea  fishing  service,  see  46  &  47  V.,  c.  41,  §§  3—23,  and  2nd  Sched. 
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seers  of  the  poor,  or  other  persons  having  the  authority  of  guar- 
dians of  the  poor,  the  indentures  shall-  be  executed  by  the  boy  and 
the  person  to  whom  he  is  boand  in  the  presence  of,  and  shall  be 
attested  by,  two  justices  of  the  peace,  who  shall  ascertain  that 
the  boy  has  consented  to  be  bound,  and  has  attained  the  age  of 
twelve  years,  and  is  of  sufficient  health  and  strength,  and  that  the 
master  to  whom  the  boy  is  to  be  bound  is  a  proper  person  for  the 
purpose." 

§  1099.  "  The  Pawnbrokers  Act,  1872,"  '  which  empowers  '§  1007 
pawnbrokers  to  make  special  contracts  with  pawners  in  respect 
of  pledges  for  loans  above  40s.,  provides,  in  §  24,  that,  in  every 
such  case,  the  pawnbroker  shall  deliver  a  special  contract  pawn- 
ticket signed  by  himself  to  the  pawner,  and  that  the  pawner  shall 
sign  a  duplicate  of  such  ticket.^  Again,  under  the  Acts  for 
regulating  Hackney  and  Stage  Carriages  within  the  Metropolitan 
Police  Districts  of  London  and  Dublin,  no  proprietor  of  such 
carriages  cail  enforce  the  payment  of  any  sum,  claimed  from  any 
driver  or  conductor  on  account  of  his  earnings,  unless  under  an 
agreement  in  writing,  which  shall  have  been  signed  by  such  driver 
or  conductor  in  the  presence  of  a  competent  witness.^ 

§  1100.  Prior  to  the  year  1855,  several  of  the  Acts  relating  §  ioo7a 
to  lunatics  *  required  that  certain  orders  and  other  instruments, 
which  emanated  from  visitors  and  justices,  should  be  under  their 
respective  hands  and  seals;  but  as  these  minute  regulations  were 
found  to  be  practically  inconvenient,  a  clause  was  inserted  in 
the  Act  of  18  &  19  Vict.,  c.  105,^  which  dispensed  with  the 
necessity  of  employing  any  seal  in  future,  and  which  even  went 
so  far  as  to  provide,  that  all  documents,  which  under  the  statutes 
in  question  had  already  been  duly  signed  by  a  visitor  or  a 
justice,  should  be  deemed  valid,  though  no  seal  had  been  attached 
to  them. 


'  35  &  36  v.,  c.  93. 

^  These  tickets  and  duplicates  are  exempt  from  Stamp  Duty,  §  24  of  the 
Act. 

'  6  &  7  v.,  c.  86,  §  23;  16  &  17  V.,  c.   112,  ?  36,  Ir.      Under  the  London 
Act  the  agreement  requires  no  stamp.     ?  23. 

*  8  &  9  v.,  c.  100;  16  &  17  V.,  cc.  96  &  97.  »  J  15. 
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§  1101.  The  Bankruptcy  Act  and  Rules  of  1883  contain  some  §  1007b 
regulations  respecting  the  appointment  of  proxies  to  act  for 
creditors,  and  the  form  of  voting  letters,  which  deserve  special 
notice.'  And  first,  a  general  proxy  must  be  either  the  Official 
Receiver,  or  the  manager,  or  clerk,  or  other  person  in  the  regular 
employ  of  the  creditor;^  though  a  special  proxy  may  be  any  one 
whom  the  creditor  thinks  fit  to  name.^  In  either  case  the  appoint- 
ment will  not  be  valid,  unless  it  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
creditor  and  attested  by  a  witness.*  The  instrument  must  also  be 
in  the  prescribed  form,^  and  all  blanks  must  be  filled  up  in  the 
creditor's  own  handwriting.*  The  agent  of  a  corporation  may  fill 
up  blanks,  and  sign  for  his  principals,  but  he  must  expressly  state 
that  he  is  "  duly  authorized  under  the  seal  of  the  company."  ' 
Voting  letters,  which  are  now  available  by  creditors  who  have 
proved  their  debts,  for  the  purpose  of  assenting  to,  or  dissenting 
from,  a  debtor's  or  a  bankrupt's  proposal  for  a  composition  or  a 
scheme  of  arrangement,  must  be  in  the  prescribed  form,  and 
further  be  signed  by  the  creditors  themselves,  and  be  countersigned 
by  a  witness.* 


§  1101a.  Under  "  The  Landlord  and  Tenant,  Ireland,  Act,  1870," 
every  notice  to  quit  to  be  served  on  a  tenant  of  a  holding,  must  be 
in  writing  or  print,  bearing  a  half-crown  stamp,  "  and  signed  by 
the  landlord  or  his  agent  lawfully  authorized  thereunto." ' 


§  1102.  By  the  Act  which  governs  the  registration  of  persons 
entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  of  Parliament,  all 
notices  of  objection  to  persons  remaining  on  the  list  of  voters, 
must  be  individually  signed  at  the  foot  of  the  notice  by  the  person 
objecting; '°  and  if  the  notice  is  sent  by  the  post,  and  the  service  of 

'  See  Sched.  1  of  Act,  RR.  15—21;  Bkptcy  Rules,  R.  183,  PP.  54,  55. 
'  Sched.  1  of  Act,  RR.  17,  21.  ^  ggjjej  j  ^f  j^^^^  jj  ],g 

*  PP.  54,  55.  5  R.  183,  and  Sched.  1  of  Act,  R.  16. 

«  Sched.  1  of  Act,  R.  16,  PP.  54,  55. 
'  PP.  54,  55. 

"46  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  §  18,  subs.  2,  and  J  23;  Bkptcy  Rules,  R.  183,  F.  56. 
9  33  &  34  v.,  c.  46,  ?  58,  Ir. 

>»  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  ?  7,  and  Sch.  A.,  No.  4  &  5,  as  to  counties  ;  §  17,  Sch. 
B.,  No.  10  &  11,  as  to  cities  and  boroughs;  Toms  v.  Cuming,  7  M.  &  Gr.  88; 
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it  is  sought  to  be  established  by  the  production  of  a  duplicate 
stamped  at  the  Post-office,  this  duplicate  must  be  personally  sub- 
scribed, and  externally  directed,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  copy 
sent.'  So,  under  the  same  Act,  notices  of  intention  to  prosecute 
an  appeal,  whether  transmitted  to  the  Central  Office  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  or  sent  to  the  respondent,  must  be  signed  by  the 
appellant  himself  Again,  all  notices  of  appeal  to  any  court  of 
general  or  quarter  sessions,  other  than  those  against  summary  con- 
victions, orders  of  removal,  orders  under  any  statute  relating  to 
pauper  lunatics,  orders  in  bastardy,  or  any  proceedings  by  virtue  of 
any  Act  relating  to  the  revenue,  must  specify  in  writing  the  parti- 
cular grounds  of  appeal,  and  be  signed  by  the  person  giving  the 
same,  or  his  solicitor  on  his  behalf.^ 


§  1103.  Under  the  Poor-law  Amendment  Acts,  no  pauper  can  §  1009 
be  removed  from  one  parish  to  another,  unless  by  written  consent, 
until  twenty- one.  days  after  notice  of  chargeability  in  writing, 
accompanied  by  a  copy  or  counterpart  of  the  order  of  removal, 
and  by  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal  under  the  hands 
of  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish  obtaining  such  order,  or 
any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  shall  have  been  sent  by  them 
through  the  post  or  otherwise  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to 
whom  such  order,  shall  b6  directed;  *  and  no  appeal  can  be  heard 
against  such  order,  unless  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  appel- 
lant parish,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  shall,  with  a 


Pruen  v.    Cox,  2   Com.  B.  1.     As   to  tlie   Irish  law,  see  13  &  14  V.,  c.  69, 
§?  26  &  36. 

'  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  ?  100  ;■  Toms.  v.  Cuming,  7  M.  &  Gr.  88  ;  8  Scott,  N.  K. 

910,  S.  C. ;  Birch  v.  Edwards,  5  Com.  B.  45;  Lewis  n.   Roberts,  11  Com.  B., 

.N.  S.  23  ;  Smith  v.   James,  id.  62.     See  Barclay  v.  Parrott,  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 

49;  Benesh  v.  Booth,  18  Com.  B.,   N.  S.   111.     See,  also,   13  &  14  V.,  c.  69, 

§  113,  as  to  the  Irish  law. 

^  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  §  63 ;  Petherbridge  v.  Ash,  4  Com.  B.  74.  See  Eawlins 
V.  West  Derby,  2  Coin.  B.  72.  As  to  the  Irish  law,  see  13  &  14  V.,  c.  69, 
?75. 

M2  &  13  v.,  c.  45,  ?§  1  &  2.  47  &  48  V.,  c.  43,  Sch.  In  E.  v.  Js.  of  Kent, 
8  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  305,  the  Court,  with  very  questionable  propriety,  held  that 
the  Statute  was  complied  with  though  the  Notice  of  Appeal  was  signed  only 
by  the  clerk  of  the  appellants'  attorney.     Sed  qu.     S.  C.  42  L.  J.,  M.  C.  112. 

*  4  &  5  W,  4,  c.  76,  ?  79  ;  11  &  12  V.,  c.  31,  §?  2,  9.     ' 
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notice  of  appeal,  or  fourteen  days  at  least  before  the  first  day  of 
the  sessions  at  which  such  appeal  is  intended  to  be  tried,  have  sent 
or  delivered  to  the  overseers  of  the  respondent  parish  a  statement  in 
writing  under  their  hands  of  the  grounds  of  appeal.'  The  notice  of 
appeal,  as  also  the  statement  of  grounds  of  appeal,  may  be  trans- 
mitted through  the  post;^  and  the  fourteen  days  will  be  calculated 
from  the  time  when,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  post,  the 
notice  ought  to  reach  the  respondents.^ 


§  1104.  In  construing  these  provisions,  the  Court  of  Queen's  J  1009 
Bench  has  held  that,  although  notices  of  appeal  may  be  signed  by 
the  solicitor  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  parish,*  notices  of  charge- 
ability,  and  statements  of  grounds  of  removal  and  of  appeal,  must 
respectively  bear  the  signatures  of  the  overseers  or  guardians.'' 
They  will,  however,  be  valid  if  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  aggre- 
gate body  of  the  overseers  and  churchwardens ;  °  though  they  must 
be  signed  by  at  least  such  a  majority.'  Still,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  document  should  show  on  its  face  that  it  proceeds  from  a 
majority  of  the  parish  officers,*  but  jt  is  certainly  very  desirable 
that  this  fact  should  appear.'  The  guardians  mentioned  in  these 
clauses  are  not  guardians  of  a  union,  but  are  guardians  expressly 
appointed  to  act  for  particular  parishes  under  §  39  of  4  &  5  W.  4, 
c.  76.'"  As  a  parish  is  generally  bound  by  the  acts  of  those  persons 
whom  it  represents  to  be  its  officers,  the  adverse  parish,  on  a  prin- 
ciple of  reciprocity,  is  precluded  from  disproving  the  legality  of  the 
appointments  of  such  officers,  unless  the  notice  signed  by  them  be 
invalid  on  its  face." 


»  4  &  5  "W.  4,  c.  76,  ?  81.  ^  14  &  15  V.,  c.  105,  ?  10. 

^  E.  V.  Slawstone,  18  Q.  B.  388. 

*  E.  1).  Middlesex,  1  L.  M.  &  P.  621  ;  E.  ■».  Carew,  id.  626,  n. 

'  E.  V.  Derby,  1  L.  M.  &  P.  660,  per  Patterson,  J. ;  E.  v.  Middlesex,  id. 
625,  per  id. ;  E.  v.  Worcester,  5  Q.  B.  508,  n. ;  E.  v.  Surrey,  id.  506. 

«  E.  V.  Warwickshire,  6  A.  &  E.  873  ;  2  N.  &  P.  153,  S.   C;  E.  v.  Derby- 
shire, 6  A.  &  E.  885. 

'  E.  V.  Westbury,  5  Q.  B.  500. 
*  E.  V.  Colerne,  11  Q.  B.  909. 

»  R.  V.  Westbury,  5  Q.  B.  504,  505. 

"  E.  V.  Surrey,  5  Q.  B.  506  ;  E.  v.  Lambeth,  and  E.  v.  Southampton,  id.  513. 

"  E.  V.  Leominster,  5  Q.  B.  640,  652. 
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§■  1105.  The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act '  enacts,  in  §  1009a 
§  222,  that  "  every  notice,  demand,  or  like  document  given  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  or  any  vestry  or 
district  Board  under  that  Act,  may  be  in  writing  or  print,  or 
partly  in  writing  and  partly  in  print,  and  shall  be  sufficiently 
authenticated  if  signed  by  their  clerk,  or  by  the  ofiQcer  by  whom 
the  same  i&  given."  ^  In  like  manner  it  is  enacted  in  §  64  of  the 
Companies'  Act,  1862,'  that  "  any  summons,  notice,  order,  or  pro- 
ceeding requiring  authentication  by  the  Company,  may  be  signed 
by  any  director,  secretary,  or  other  authorised  officer  of  the 
Company,  and  need  not  be  under  the  common  seal  of  the  Company, 
and  the  same  may  be  in  writing  or  in  pritt,  or  partly  in  writing 
and  partly  in  print."  Similar  provisions  may  be  found, — if  trouble 
be  taken  to  look  for  them, — in  a  multitude  of  other  statutes.* 


§  1106.  With  respect  to  warrants  and  other  instruments  issuing    g  loio 
from  the  Treasury,  these  may  now  in  all  cases  be  issued  under  the 
hands  of  any  two  or  more  of  the  commissioners  f  and  a  like  convenient 
rule  has  been  adopted  in  reference  to  all  orders  and  other  documents 
■emanating  from  the  Commissioners  of  Customs.^     Again,  the  rules, 

'  18  &  19  y.,  c.  120. 

^  See  In  re  Balls  &  Met.  Board  of  "Works,  7  B.  &  S.  177. 

»  25&26  Y.,  c.  89. 

*  See,  for  example,  the  "  Telegraph  Act,  1878,"  41  &  42  V.,  c.  76,  §  12. 

^  12  &13  v.,  c.  89,  enacts,  that  "  where  any  warrant,  appointment,  authority, 
approval,  instrument,  or  act  whatsoever  is  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  or  other- 
wise required  to  be  issued,  made,  signified,  or  done  by  or  under  the  hands  of 
the  said  Commissioners,  or  by  or  under  the  hands  of  any  three  or  more  of 
them,  every  such  warrant,  appointment,  authority,  approval,  instrument,  or . 
act  may  be  issued,  made,  signified,  or  done  by  or  under  the  hands  of  any  two 
or  more  of  the  said  Commissioners,  and  when  so  issued,  made,  signified,  or 
•done  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  binding  and  have  the  same  effect  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  if  issued,  made,  signified,  or  done  by  or  under  the  hands  of 
the  said  Commissioners,  or  by  or  under  the  hands  of  any  three  or  more  of 
them,  as  the  case  may  require." 

^  39  &  40  v.,  c.  36,  J  10,  enacts,  that  "every  order,  document,  or  instru- 
ment required  by  law  to  be  under  the  hands  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Customs,  but  not  required  to  be  signed  by  two  or  more  of  them,  being 
attested  by  the  signature  of  any  one  of  such  Commissioners, — and  every 
order,  document,  or  instrument  required  by  any  law  to  be  under  the  hands, 
or  under  the  hands  and  seals,  of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs,  being 
attested  by  the  hands,  or  the  hands  and  seals,  of  two  or  more  of  such 
8  LAW  OP  EVID.— v.   III.  (3815) 
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orders,  or  regulations  of  the  Local  Government  Board  for  England, 
will  be  valid  if  made  under  seal,  and  signed  by  the  president  or 
one  of  the  ex  oflicio  members,  and  countersigned  by  a  secretary  or 
his  assistant.'  On  somewhat  similar  provisions,  also,  the  validity 
of  rules  and  orders  made  by  the  Local  Government  Board  for  Ire- 
land,^ or  by  the  late  Irish  Poor  Law  Commissioners  ^  will  be  found 
to  depend. 

§  1107.  In  considering  how  and  when  the  signatures  rendered  §  1011 
necessary  by  these  several  Acts  may  be  affixed  hy  procuration,  atten- 
tion must  be  paid  to  the  language  employed  by  the  Legislature  in 
each  particular  case.  In  some  cases,  as  for  instance  in  those  which 
fall  within  the  7th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,* — the  23rd 
and  24th  sections  of  the  Truck  Act,' — the  third  part  of  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1854," — the  7th,  17th,  and  62nd  sections  of 
the  Voters'  Registration  Act,' — the  24th  section  of  the  Pawnbrokers' 
Act,  1872,*— the  23rd  section  of  the  English  Act,  and  the  36th 
section  of  the  Irish  Act,  for  Regulating  Metropolitan  Public  Car- 
riages,''-.-the  6th  section  of  Lord  Tenterden'sAct,'" — the  4th  sec- 
tion of  the  Sculpture  Copyright  Act," — the  14th  section  of  the 
Real  Property  Limitation  Act,  1833,"' — and  the  7th  section  of  the 
Real  Property  Limitation  Act,  1874,'^  it  seems  to  be  clear  that  the  ' 
signature  of  an  agent,  however  appointed,  will  not  suffice.  In  other 


Commissioners, — shall  be  deemed  to  be'  an  order,  document,  or  instrument 
under  the  hands,  or  under  the  hands  and  seals,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs. ' ' 

1  34  &35  v.,  c.  70,  §  5.  »  35  &  36  V.,  c.  69,  ?  4,  Ii. 

2  10  &  11  v.,  c.  90,  U  3,  12,  18,  Ir.,  as  amended  by  19  &  20  V.,  c.  14,  Ir. 

*  Ante,  I  1016.  *  Ante,  I  1095.  «  Ante,  ?  1098. 

'  Ante,  ?  1102.  «  Ante,  §  1099.  »  Id. 

'»  Ante,  I  1085;  Hyde  v.  Johnson,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  776;  3  Scott,  289,  S.  C; 
Gibson  v.  Baghott,  5  C.  &  P.  211,  per  Parke,  B.  Swift  v.  Jewesbury,  43  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  56,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  301,  S.  C;  overruling  Swift  v. 
Winterbotham,  8  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  244;  42  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  Ill,  S.  C. 

"  54  G.  3,  c.  56,  ?  4. 

"  Ante,  I  1088.  See  Corp.  of  Dublin  v.  Judge,  11  Ir.  Law  E.  8,  where  it 
was  held,  that  an  acknowledgment  of  title  signed  by  a  third  party  for  and 
in  the  presence  of  the  person  in  possession,  who  was  too  ill  to  write,  was 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Act. 

1'  37  &  38  v.,  c.  57.     Ante,  I  1088. 
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cases,  though  the  paper  may  be  signed  by  an  agent,  yet  his  authority 
to  do  so  must  be  emdenee  in  writing.  For  instance,  this  is  expressly 
required  in  the  1st  and  3rd  sections  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,*  and 
also  in  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act  relating  to  copyright  in  paintings, 
drawings  and  photographs." 


§  1108.  In  other  cases,  again,  the  Legislature,  while  it  allows  ?  1011 
agents  to  sign  the  documents,  does  not  require  them  to  act  under 
any  written  authority.  Thus,  in  casps  falling  within  the  4th'  or  17th 
sections  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,* — the  1st  section  of  Lord  Ten- 
terden's  Act,  and  the  24th  section  of  the  corresponding  Irish  Act, 
16  &  17  v.,  c.  113,  as  respectively  amended  by  §  13  of  the  Mer- 
cantile Marine  Act  of  1856,^ — the  8th  section  of  the  Eeal  Property 
Limitation  Act,  1874,° — the  7th  section  of  the  Railway  and  Canal 
Traffic  Act,  1854,'— the  5th  section  of  the  Act  of  1833  for  the 
Amendment  of  the  Law,' — the  2nd  section  of  the  Dramatic  Copy- 
right Act,' — and  the  first  section  of  Mr.  Baines's  Act,'"  an  agent 
authorized  merely  by  parol  may  sign  the  respective  documents  on 
behalf  of  his  principal;  and  even  though  the  agent  has  acted  in 
the  first  instance  without  any  authority  whatever,  yet,  if  the 
principal  by  subsequent  conduct  has  recognised  and  adopted  what 
he  has  done,  this  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  respective 
statutes." 

§  1109.  The  practical  effect  of  these  rules, — which  rest  on  no    ?  1012 
principle,  but  are  the  result  of  arbitrary,  if  not  of  accidental,  legis- 
lation,— is  in  some  instances  sufficiently  absurd.     Thus,  while  no 


'  Ante,  ??  1001,  1003.  '  25  &  26  V.,  c.  68. 

5  See  Heard  v.  Pilley,  4  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  Ap.  548;  38  L.  J.,  Ch.  718,  S.  C; 
Cave  V.  Mackenzie,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  564,  per  Jessel,  M.  E. 

*  Ante,  S?  1019,  1020.  '  Ante,  I  1073. 

«,  37  &  38  v.,  c.  57;  ante,  §  1088. 

'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  31,  cited  ante,  §  1093;  Aldridge  v.  The  G.  "West.  Ey.  Co., 
15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  582,  599;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  167,  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  S.  C. 

»  Ante,  I  1090. 

'  3  &  W.  4,  c.  15;  Morton  v.  Copeland,  16  Com.  B.  517. 

'»  12  &  13  v.,  c.  ■45,  ante,  §  1102. 

"  Maclean  «.  Dunn,  4  Bing.  722;  1  M.  &  P.  761,  S.  C;  Gosbell  v.  Archer,  2 
A.  &  E.  500,  507;  Fitzmaurice  v.  Bayley,  26 L.  J.,  Q.  B.  114;  6  E.  & B.  868,  S.  C. 
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action  can  be  brought  against  a  man  for  falsely  representing  his 
friend  to  be  a  person  of  substance,  unless  such  representation  be 
in  writing  signed  by  himself,  any  person  may  be  sued  on  an  ordi- 
nary guarantee  to  be  answerable  for  another's  debt,  if  the  promise 
to  pay  be  given  in  writing  by  his  authorised  agent;  that  is,  the 
latter  person  unlike  the  former,  is  exposed  to  be  charged  by  the 
verbal  statement  of  the  party  actually  signing  the  promise,  that  he 
had  authority  so  to  sign.'  So,  also,  while  an  agent  cannot  bind  his 
principal  by  surrendering  a  lease  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three 
years,  unless  he  be  duly  authorized  in  writing,  he  may,  under  a 
mere  oral  authority,  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands;  or 
for  the  sale  of  merchandise  above  the  value  of  ten  pounds.^  It 
may  here  be  added  that  an  auctioneer^  is  regarded,  at  the  time  of 
the  auction,*  as  the  agent  of  both  vendor  and  purchaser,  whether 
the  subject  of  the  sale  be  lands  or  goods;  and  provided  the  whole 
contract  can  be  made  out  from  the  memoranda  and  entries  signed 
by  him,  it  is  sufficient  to  bind  them  both.^  A  broker,  too,  is 
generally  considered  to  be  the  agent  of  both  buyer  and  seller;  but 
a  factor,  except  under  special  circumstances,  is  the  agent  of  the 
seller  alone.' 


§  IIOQa.  Before  leaving  the  law  which  regulates  the  execution  of 
instruments  by  procuration,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind,  that  there 
is  no  rule  to  prevent  any  man  from  signing  a  document  in  a  double 
capacity,  first,  as  agent  for  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  next, 


'  Lyde  v.  Barnard,  1  M.  &  "W.  104,  per  Gurney,  B. 

"  Ante,  §?  1003,  1019,  1020;  .1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  186.     See  7  M.  &  W.  343. 

'  This  rule  would  not,  except  under  special  circumstances  (See  Bird  v. 
Boulter,  4  B.  &  Ad.  443),  extend  to  the  auctioneer's  clerk;  Peirce  v.  Corf, 
9  Law  Eep.,  Q.  E.  210;  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  52,  S.  C. 

■*  But  at  that  time  only.  Mews  v.  Carr,  1  H.  &  N.  484. 

"  Emmerson  v.  Heelis,  2  Taunt.  38;  White  v.  Proctor,  4  Taunt.  290;  Ken- 
worthy  V.  Schofield,  2  B.  &  C.  945;  4  D.  &  E.  556,  S.  C;  Wood  v.  Midgley, 
2  Sm.  &  Gif.  115;  Carrigy  v.  Brock,  I.  E.,  5  C.  L.  501;  Peirce  v.  Corf,  9  Law 
Eep.,  Q.  B.  210;  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  52,  S.  C;  Eishton  v.  Whatmore,  L.  E.,  8 
Ch.  D.  467,  per  Hall,  V.-C;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  629,  S.  C;  1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  188— 
191. 

^  See  Darrell  v.  Evans,  6  H.  &  N.  660;  S.  C.  nom.  Durrell  v.  Evans,  30 
L.  J.,  Ex.  254;  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  337;  and  1  H.  &  C.  174.  See 
ante,  §  1020,  n.  2. 
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in  his  own  right.'  Neither  is  it  necessary  in  such  a  case  that  he 
should  sign  his  name  twice  over,  but  the  law  will  be  satisfied,  if  it 
can  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  that,  although  apparently  signing 
as  a  mere  agent,  he  really  intended  to  bind  himself  as  well  as  his 
principal.^ 

§  1110.  Besides  the  Acts  noticed  above,  and  many  others  pf  a  «  ^'^'•^ 
like  nature,  which  require  certain  transactions  to  be  evidenced  by 
writing,  a  cloud  of  statutes  might  be  mentioned,  which,  in  order  to 
give  validity  to  documents,  render  it  necessary  that  they  should  be 
executed  or  attested  in  a  particular  form.'  It  is  not  here  intended 
to  enumerate  these  statutes;  but,  before  leaving  the  subject,  it  may 
be  observed  that  registers  of  marriages,  whether  in  this  country,* 
or, — since  the  1st  of  January,  1852, — in  India;  ^  assignments*  of 
bail  bonds ; '  the  protest  by  any  person  other  than  a  notary  public, 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  whether  such  protest  be  for  non-acceptance 
or  non-payment; '  memorials  of  deeds  registered  under  the  Middle- 
sex Kegistration  Act;  °  the  deed  of  a  father  appointing  a  guardian 
of  his  child;'"  all  deeds  by  which  new  trustees  of  property  conveyed 
for  religious  or  educational  purposes  may  now  be  appointed; "  and 
conveyances  to  charitable  uses  under  the  Mortmain  Act; '^ — must 

1  Young  V.  Schuler,  L.  E.,  11 Q.  B.  D.  671,  per  Ct.  of  App.  "^  Id. 

^  As  to  the  mode  of  executing  deeds  under  powers,  see  22  &  23  V.,  e.  35, 
?12. 

*  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  85,  ?  23;  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  ?  31;  12  &  13  V.,  c.  68,  ?  11. 

M4  &  15.   v.,  c.  40,  I  11. 

'  It  is  now  decided,  after  mucli  vacillation  of  judgment,  that  assignments 
of  copyright,  though  granted  before  the  1st  of  July,  1842,  when  the  Act  of 
5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  came  into  operation,  do  not  require  to  be  attested  by  two 
witnesses.  See  Cumberland  v.  Copeland,  1  H.  &  C.  194;  31  L. 'J.,  Ex.  353, 
S.  C,  per  Ex.  Ch.  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Ex.  in  S.  C,  7  H.  &  N.  118. 
See,  also,  Jefferys  v.  Boosey,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  815;  and  Kyle  v.  Jeffreys,  3 
Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  617,  per  Ld.  Wensleydale. 

MA.,  c.  16,  §20. 

M5  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  U  51,  52,  94,  and  Sch.  1.  These  protests,  so  far  as 
inland  bills  are  concerned,  are  very  unusual,  and  of  little,  if  any,  use.  See 
Windle  v.  Andrews,  2  B.  &  A.  696;  2  Stark.  E.  425,  S.  C. 

'  7  A.,  c.  20,  ?2  1,   5;  E.  v.  Eeg.  of  Deedsfor  Middlesex,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  77. 

'"  12  C.  2,  c.  24,  j§  8,  9.  The  guardian  himself  maybe  one  of  the  witnesses, 
Morgan  v.  Hatchell,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  135,  perEomilly,  M.  E. 

"13&14V.,  c.  28,  ?3. 

"  9  G.  2,  c.  36,  ?  1.  See  Wickham  v.  M.  of  Bath,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  5;  1  Law 
Eep.,  Eq.  17;  35  Beav.  59,  S.  C. 
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respectively  be  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesaea.  Every 
lease  made  under  "  The  Leasing  Powers  Act  for  religious  worship  in 
Ireland,  1855,"  must  be  "  by  indenture,  sealed  and  delivered  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  lessor  in  the  presence  of  one  or  more  than  one  wit- 
ness; "  but,  singularly  enough,  the  statute  does  not  require  that 
such  witness  should  attest  the  instrument  by  attaching  his  signature 
to  it.'  Under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Acts,  1878  and  1882,  "  the  execution 
of  every  bill  of  sale  by  the  grantor  shall  be  attested  by  one  or  more 
credible  witness  or  witnesses,  not  being. a  party  or  parties. thereto;' 
but,  since  the  18th  of  Aug.  1882, — except  in  the  case  of  an 
absolute  bill  of  sale,' — it  is  no  longer  necessary,  as  it  was  under 
the  Act  of  1878,*  that  any  such  witness  should  be  a  solicitor.' 

§1111.  By  the  English  Debtors'  Act,  1869,  and  the  Irish  ?  1014 
Debtors'  Act,  1872,  "  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  in 
any  personal  action,  or  cognovit  actionem,  given  by  any  person,  shall 
not  be  of  any  force,  unless  there  is  present  some  [solicitor]  of  one  of 
the  superior  courts  on  behalf  of  such  person,  expressly  named  by 
him,  and  attending  at  his  request,  to  inform  him  of  the  nature  and 
effect  of  such  warrant  or  cognovit,  before  the  same  is  executed; 
which  [solicitor]  shall  subscribe  his  name  as  a  witness  to  the  due 
execution  thereof,  and  thereby  declare  himself  to  be  [solicitor]  for  the 
person  executing  the  same,  and  state  that  he  subscribes  as  such 
[solicitor.^  "  °  And  no  warrant  or  cognovit  executed  in  any  other 
manner  shall  be  "  rendered  valid,  by  proof  that  the  person  executing 
the  same  did  in  fact  understand  the  nature  and  effect  thereof,  or 
was  fully  informed  of  the  same." '  These  provisions,  which  were 
passed  into  law  by  the  Legislature,  in  order  to  secure  to  indigent 
and  ignorant  defendants  due  information  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 


'  18  &  19  v.,  c.  39,  §  10,  which  enacts  also,  that  "  the  counterpart  of  every 
such  lease  shall  be  executed  by  the  lessee  thereof."  These  words  would  seem 
to  preclude  an  agent  from  executing  the  counterpart  under  a  power  of  attorney 
from  the  lessee. 

M5  &  46  v.,  c.  43,  i  10;  46  V.,  c.  7,  ?  10,  Ir. 

'  Casson  v.  Churchley,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  335;  Swift  v.  Pannell,  Jd.,  Ch.  341; 
L.  E.,  24  Ch.  D.  240,  S.  C. 

M1&42  v.,  c.  31,  ?  10. 

'45  &  46  v.,  c.  43,  §10  ;  46  V.,  c.  7,  ?  10,  Ir. 

•  32  &  33  v.,  c.  62,  ?  24  ;  35  &  36  V.,  c.  57,  §  23,  Ir. 

'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  62,  ?  25  ;  35  &  36  V.,  c.  57,  §  24,  Ir. 
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the  documents  they  may  be  called  upon  to  sign,  and  thus  to  protect 
them  against  the  practices  of  hard  designing  plaintiffs,  are  so 
stringent  in  themselves,  and  have  been  so  strictly  interpreted  by  the 
courts,  that  it  behoves  creditors,  when  seeking  to  obtain  these 
securities,  to  take  the  greatest  care  that  their  debtors  literally  com- 
ply with  the  statutory  directions.' 


§  1112.  First,  the  attesting  witness  must  be  an  actual  solicitor,'  5  1015 
though  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  have  taken  out  his  certificate.' 
Secondly,  if  the  defendant  introduces  a  person  as  a  solicitor,  he 
will  be  estopped  from  afterwards  denying  his  character,  at  least, 
unless  he  can  clearly  show  that  he  acted  in  ignorance.*  Thirdly,  the 
solicitor  attending  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  must  be  some  person 
other  than  the  legal  adviser,  or  the  agent  of  the  legal  adviser,  acting 
for  the  plaintiff;  ^  and  though  the  statute  does  not  require  that  the 
plaintiff  should  employ  a  solicitor,  yet  as  he  seldom,  in  fact,  pro- 
ceeds in  these  matters  without  the  assistance  of  one,  it  ought  to  be 
perfectly  clear,  in  the  event  of  a  single  solicitor  being  present,  that 
he  was  acting  exclusively  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.'  Fourthly, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  solicitor  should  be  originally  or  spon- 
taneously named  by  the  defendant,  or  that  he  should  come  to  the 
place  of  meeting  at  his  request;  but  if  he  remains  there  at  the 
defendant's  request,  and  is  clearly  and  expressly  adopted  by  him  as 
his  solicitor,  this  will  suffice,  though  he  may  have  been  introduced 
by  the  plaintiff  himself ,  or  by  his  legal  adviser.'  Still,  as  an  intro- 
duction from  such  a  quarter  will  always  be  regarded  with  distrust, 

^  See  Mr.  Serj.  Eobinson's  "  Law  ofWarrants  of  Attorney,"  34 — 57. 

^  Paul  V.  Cleaver,  2  Taunt.  360.  =  Holgate  v.  Slight,  2  L.  M.  &  P.  662. 

*  Cox.  V.  Cannon,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  453  ;  6  Dowl.  625,  S.  C;  Jeyes  ».  Booth, 
1  B.  &  P.  97  ;  Wallace  v.  Brockley,  5  Dowl.  695  ;  Price  v.  Carter,  7  Q.  B.  838 

5  Mason  v.  Kiddle,  5  M.  &  W.  513 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Mason  v.  Eiddle,  8  Dowl. 
207 ;  Eising  v.  Dolphin,  8  Dowl.  309  ;  Pryor  v.  Swaine,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  37,  per 
Coleridge,  J. ;  Hirst  v.  Hannah,  17  Q.  B.  383. 

«  Sanderson  v.  "Westley,  6  M.  &  "W.  98,  100,  per  Alderson,  B. ;  8  Dowl.  412, 
S.  C. ;  Cooper  v.  Grant,  12  Com.  B.  154 ;  Hirst  v.  Hannah,  17  Q.  B.  383 ; 
Walsh  V.  Nally,  I.  E.,  11  C.  L.  337. 

'  Walton  V.  Chandler,  1  Com.  B.  306 ;  2  Dowl.  &  L.  802,  S.  C. ;  Taylor  v. 
Mcholls,  6  M.  &  W.  91,  95  ;  8  Dowl.  242,  S.  C. ;  Bligh  v.  Brewer,  1  C.  M. 
&  E.  651  ;  5  Tyr.  222 ;  3  Dowl.  266,  S.  C;  Oliver  v.  Woodroffe,  4  M.  &  W. 
650  ;  7  Dowl.  166,  S.  C;  Pease  v.  Wells,  8  Dowl.  626  ;  Joel  v.  Dicker,  5 
Dowl.  &  L.  1  ;  Nolan  v.  Gumley,  14  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  301. 
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and  may  often,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with  other  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, raise  a  strong  inference  of  fraud,  it  is  never  advisable 
for  a  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor  to  interfere  in  this  manner; '  and  the 
imprudence  of  such  a  course  will  be  more  apparent,  when  it  is  con- 
sidered, that  in  all  cases  of  this  kind  it  must  distinctly  appear,  that 
the  defendant  was  fully  aware  of  his  having  an  option  in  the  choice 
of  his  solicitor,  and,  moreover,  that  he,  had  an  opportunity  of  exer- 
cising such  option,  and  did  in  fact  exercise  it.^ 


1113.  Fifthly,  the  solicitor  is  not  bound  to  read  over  the  in-  ?  1016 
strument  to  his  client  unless  desired  to  do  so;  but  he  attends  for 
the  purpose  of  explaining  its  nature  and  effect;  and  even  this  expla- 
nation may  be  waived,  if  the  client  does  not  require  it.'  Sixthly, 
the  subscription  by  the  witness  must  be  an  actual  visible  sub- 
scription; and,  therefore,  where  it  became  necessary,  in  consequence 
of  an  alteration  having  been  introduced  in  a  warrant  of  attorney,  to 
re- execute  the  instrument,  and  the  witness  contented  himself  with 
retracing  his  previous  attestation  and  signature  with  a  dry  pen,  this 
was  not  deemed  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  the 
statute.*  Seventhly,  the  law  does  not  prevent  the  solicitor  to  whom 
the  warrant  is  addressed,  and  who  is  therefore  entitled  to  enter  up 
judgment  upon  it,  from  acting  as  solicitor  for  the  defendant  to  attest 
the  execution.^  Lastly,  the  memorandum  of  attestation  must  be 
drawn  with  great  care,  and  in  it  the  subscribing  witness  must  dis- 
tinctly state  two  things ;  first,  that  he  is  the  solicitor  of  the  party 
executing  the  instrument,  and  next,  that  he  subscribes  as  such. 

§  1114.  No  precise  form  of  words  is  rendered  necessary  by  the    §  ini7 
Act,  but  those  used  must  be  such   as  to  enable  the  courts,  either 
directly,  or  by  necessary  inference,  to  collect  both  the  above  facts.' 

'  Taylor  v.  Nicholls,  6  M.  &  W.  96,  per  Parke,  B. 

2  Gripper  v.  Bristow,  6  M.  &  W.  807,  812  ;  8  Dowl.  797,  S.  C;  Barnes  v. 
Pendrey,  7  Dowl.  747  ;  Walker  v.  Gardner,  4  B.  &  Ad.  371. 

»  Taylor  v.  Nicholls,  6  M.  &  W.  95,  per  Parke,  B. ;  8  Dowl.  242,  S.  C. ; 
Oliver  v.  Woodroflfe,  4  M.  &  W.  651,  per  Parke,  B.;  7  Dowl.  166,  S.  C; 
Joel  V.  Dicker,  5  Dowl.  &  L.  1. 

*  Bailey  v.  Bellamy,  9  Dowl.  507.     See  ante,  §  1052. 

'  Levinson  v.  Syer,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  Bail.  C.  16. 

«  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Hibbert  v.  Barton,  10  M.  &  W.,  683,  684. 
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"Where,  therefore,  the  attestation  was  as  follows, — "  Witness,  A.  B., 
defendant's  attorney,  named  by  him,  and  attending  at  his  re- 
quest; "  ' — or,  "  Signed  by  the  above  named  M.,  in  the  presence  of 
us,  of  whom  the  said  A.,  is  the  attorney  expressly  named  by  him, 
and  acting  at  his  request,  and  by  whom  the  above- written  warrant 
of  attorney  was  read  over,  and  the  nature  and  effect  thereof  ex- 
plained to  the  said  M.  before  the  execution  thereof  by  him.  A., 
attorney.  B.;"^ — or,  "Witnessed  by  me,  W.,  as  the  attorney  of 
the  said  N.,  attending  at  the  execution  hereof  at  his  request,  and 
expressly  named  by  him.  W.  of  Prescott,  Lancashire;  " ' — the 
courts  held  that  the  instruments  were  respectively  invalid,  as  not 
one  of  the  attestation  clauses  stated  that  the  witness  subscribed  as 
the  defendant's  attorney.  So,  where  the  attestation  was  in  the 
following  form; — "  Signed  by  A.  in  my  presence,  and  I  subscribe 
myself  as  attorney  for  the  said  A.  expressly  named  by  him  to  attest 
his  execution  of  these  presents;  " — it  was  held,  though  with  some 
doubt,  to  be  insuflS.cient,  as  containing  no  distinct  declaration  by  the 
attesting  witness  of  his  being  the  attorney  for  the  defendant.* 

§  1115.  Where,  however,  the  attestation  was  as  follows  : —  ?  1018 
"Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  the  presences  of  E.  F.,  attorney  ' 
for  the  said  C.  C,  and  expressly  named  by  him,  and  attending  at 
his  request.  And  I  hereby  subscribe  myfeelf  to  be  the  attorney  for 
him,  having  read  over  and  explained  to  him  the  nature  and  effect 
of  the  above  warrant  of  attorney,  before  the  same  was  executed  by 
him;  and  I  hereby  subscribe  my  name  as  a  witness  to  the  due 
execution  thereof,  E.  F. ;"'  and  in  this  form: — "Duly  executed 
by  the  above  named  R.  G.,  in  the  presence  of  me,  the  undersigned 
S.  B.,  attorney  on  behalf  of  the  said  R.  G.  expressly  named  by  him, 
and  attending  at  his  request;  and  I  do  hereby  declare  that  I  sub- 
scribe my  name  as  witness  to  the  due  execution  hereof  by  the  said 


'  Poole  V.  Hobbs,  8  Dowl.  113,  per  Coleridge,  J.,  recognised  in  5  Q.  B.  184. 
See,  also,  Potter  v.  Nicholson,  8  M.  &  W.  294;  9  Dowl.  808,  S.  C. 

'  Everard  v.  Poppleton,  5  Q.  B.  181;  Lucey  v.  Murphy,  I.  R.,  7  C.  L.  494. 

'  Hibbert  v.  Barton,  10  M.  &  W.  678;  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  434,  S.  C.  See,  also, 
Pocock  V.  Pickering,  18  Q.  B.  789. 

*  Elkington  v.  Holland,  9  M.  &  W.  659;  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  643,  S.  C. 

*  Lewis  V.  Ld.  Kensington,  2  Com.  B.  463. 
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E.  G.,  and  as  his  attorney,  and  that  previous  to  the  execution 
hereof  by  the  said  R.  G.,  I  informed  him  of  the  nature  and  effect 
hereof.  S.  B.,  attorney,  Birmingham;"' — and  in  this  form: — 
"Signed,  sealed,  and  delived  by  A.  B.,  in  my  presence,  and  I 
declare  myself  to  be  attorney  for  the  said  A.  B.,  and  that  I  sub- 
scribe my  name  as  such  attorney.  G.  O.,  solicitor,  Merthyr;"' 
it  was  held  to  be  sufficient.  So,  where  the  witness,  after  declaring 
himself  to  be  the  defendant's  attorney,  added,  "  and  I  subscribe 
myself  accordingly,  A.  B.,"  the  directions  of  the  Act  were  deemed 
to  have  been  followed ; '  and  where  the  question  was,  whether  the 
words  "  of  me,  M.,  the  attorney  of  the  said  N."  satisfied  the  statute, 
which  required  that  the  witness  should  "thereby  declare  himself  to 
be  the  attorney  for  the  person,  &c.,"  it  was  held  that  they  did,  both 
in  substance  and  in  form.* 


§  1116.  Notwithstanding  the  stringent  and  comprehensive  Ian-  §  1019 
guage  of  the  Act,  it  seems  to  be  now  settled,  that  where  the  person 
executing  a  warrant  of  attorney,  or  cognovit,  is  himself  a  solicitor, 
he  may  dispense  with  the  presence  of  another  solicitor  on  his  behalf; 
for  as  solicitors  are  expressly  selected  to  impart  information  to 
others  respecting  the  nature  of  these  instruments,  they  are  pre- 
sumed to  require  no  advice  on  such  a  subject;  and  not  being 
within  the  mischief  of  the  statute,  its  provisions  do  not  apply  to 
them.'  But  the  Act  extends  to  warrants  of  attorney  executed 
abroad,  if  sought  to  be  enforced  in  this  country,  for  the  evil,  which 
is  intended  to  be  remedied,  affects  such  instruments,  equally  with 
those  which  are  executed  at  home.*  The  Legislature,  apparently  by 
an  oversight,  has  drawn  a  distinction  between  warrants  of  attorney 
and  cognovits;  the  Act  applying  equally  to  all  the  latter  class  of 
instruments,  but  being  confined  to  such  of  the  former  class  as  relate 

'  Phillips  V.  Gibbs,  4  Dowl.  &  L.  275;  16  M.  &  "W.  208,  S.  C. 

'  Gay  V.  Hill,  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  Ball  C.  12;  5  Dowl.  &  L.  422,  S.  C. :  Nolan 
V.  Gumley,  14  Ir.  Law  E.  N.  S.  301. 

"  Lindley  v.  Girdler,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  699,  per  Patteson,  J. 

*  Knight  V.  Hasty,  12  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  Ball.  C.  293;  recognised  in  5  Q.  B. 
183.  See,  further,  Ledgard  v.  Thompson,  11  M.  &  W.  40;  2  Dowl.  N.  S. 
766,  S.  C. 

'  Chipp  V.  Harris,  5  M.  &  "W.  430;  Downes  v.  Garbutt,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  939, 
per  Coleridge,  J.  / 

=  Davis  D.  Trevanion,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  743,  per  Wightman,  J. 
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to  personal  actions.  The  result  is,  that,  if  a  defendant  in  an 
action  to  recover  land  gives  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess 
judgment,  no  statutory  execution  is  required;'  but  if  he  gives  a 
cognovit  for  the  same  purpose,  it  will  be  set  aside  unless  duly 
attested  in  conformity  with  the  Act.' 

§  1117.  As  the  above  provisions  were  made  exclusively  for  the  |  1020 
benefit  of  defendants,  third  parties,  even  though  prejudiced  by 
warrants  of  attorney  or  cognovits  having  been  given  by  such  de- 
fendants to  other  creditors,  cannot  object  to  these  instruments  on 
the  ground  that  no  solicitor  attested  their  execution.'  So,  where 
judgment  has  been  entered  up  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  executed  by 
a  principal  and  his  sureties,  and  one  of  the  sureties  has  paid  the 
debt  and  recovered  contribution  from  his  co-surety,  such  co-surety 
cannbt  set  aside  the  warrant,  and  compel  the  plaintiff  to  repay  him 
the  amount  of  contribution,  on  the  ground  of  defective  attestation.* 

§  1119.  It  may  here  be  convenient  to  notice  briefly  a  few  of  the  i  1023 
principal  statutes,  which  either  require  or  permit  the  enrolment  or 
registration  of  particular  instruments.  And  first  as  to  the  Acts 
wliich  render  enrolment  or  registration  necessary.  One  of  the  most 
important  of  these  is  the  Mortmain  Act,'^  which  enacts  that  all 
conveyances  to  charitable  uses  shall  be  void,  unless,  among  other  • 
formalities,^  they  be  enrolled  in  the  Enrolment  Department  of 
the  Central  Office,'  "within  six  calendar  months  next  after 
the  execution  thereof."  This  enactment,  however,  does  not  apply 
to  any  conveyance  or  assurance  of  messuages,  lands,  or  heredita- 
ments to  or  in  trust  for  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  the  guardians 
of  any  parish  or  union,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  workhouse  or 
asylum  for  the  accommodation  of  the  poor.'     The  Clerical   Dis- 


'  Doe  V.  Kingston,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  263,  per  Patteson,  J. 
^  Doe  V.  Howell,  13  A.  &  E.  696. 

'  Chipp  V.  Harris,  5  M.  &  W.  430.     See  Pinches  v.  Harvey,  1  Q.  B.  869. 
•  Price  V.  Carter,  7  Q.  B.  838. 

5  9  G.  2,  c.  36,  ??  1  &  3.     See,  also,  24  &  25  V.,  c.  9;  25  &  26  V.,  c.  17,  27  < 
28  v.,  c.  13;  29  &  30  V.,  c.  57;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  44. 
8  See  ante,  §  1110. 

M2  &  43  v.,  c.  78,  ?  5;  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  I. 
»  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,  ?  73. 
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abilities  Act,  1870,'  contains  some  special  provisions  fqf  enrolling 
deeds  of  relinquishment  executed  by  parsons. 


§  1120.  Under  the  old  Act  of  27  H.  8,  c.  16,  which  was  ex-  ?  1024 
tended  to  the  Counties  Palatine  by  the  statute  of  5  El.,  c.  26,  no 
estate  of  inheritance,  or  freehold  in  any  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, can  pass  by  bargain  and  sale,  unless  such  bargain  and 
sale  be  by  deed,  enrolled  within  six  months  next  after  its  date, 
either  in  the  Enrolment  Department  of  the  Central  Office,^  or  in 
the  county  where  the  land  lies  before  the  custos  rotulorum,  an^ 
two  justices,  and  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  or  any  two  of  them,  the 
Clerk  of  the  Peace  being  one.  Again,  with  the  view  of  preventing 
frauds  upon  creditors  by  the  secret  transfer  of  personal  property, 
every  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  in  any  personal 
action,  every  cognovit  actionem  given  by  any  person,  every  judge's 
order  made  by  consent,  and  given  by  a  defendant  in  a  personal 
action,  authorising  the  plaintiff  to  sign  judgment,  or  issue  execu- 
tion,' and  every  bill  of  sale  of  personal  chattels,* — which  phrase,  it 
may  be  noted  in  passing,  will  now  include  fixtures  and  growing 
crops  when  separately  assigned  or  charged,^ — is  rendered  void,' — 
unless  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  security  or  the  consent  has 
been  given,  in  the  case  of  a  warrant,  cognovit,  or  judge's  order,  or 
within  seven  days  after  execution  in  the  case  of  a  bill  of  salf,'  fhe  . 
instrument,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  be  filed,  together  with  an  alii- 


1  33&34  v.,  c.  91. 

M2&  43  v.,  c.  78,  §  5;  Enles  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1. 

'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  62,  §?  26,  27;  3  G.  4,  c.  39,  U  1,  2,  3;  6  &  7  V.,  c.  66.  For 
the  corresponding  Irish  enactments,  see  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105,  §  12,  Ir. ;  20  &  21  V., 
c.  60,  §1  334,  335,  Ir. 

*  45  &  46  v.,  c.  34,  J  8.  For  a  somewhat  corresponding  Irish  enactment,  see 
42  &  43  v.,  c.  50,  ?  8,  Ir.;  and  46  V.,  c.  7,  ?  8,  Ir. 

5  41  &  42  v.,  c.  31,  §H  &  5;  42  &  43  V.,  c.  50,  ?  4,  Ir. ;  46  V.,  c.  7,  ?  6,  Ir. 
As  to  the  old  law  so  far  as  it  related  to  growing  crops,  see  Branton  v.  Griffits,  L. 
E.,  2  C.  P.  D.  212,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

'  See  Acraman  v.  Hemiman,  16  Q.  B.  998;  Farrow  v.  Mayes,  18  Q.  B.  516; 
Bryan  v.  Child,  5  Ex.  E.  368. 

'  The  registration  of  every  bill  of  sale  must  now  be  renewed  every  five 
years,  under  the  authority  of  41  &  42  V.,  c.  3l,  g  11 ;  42  &  43  V.,  c.  50,  ?  11,  Ir. 
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davit'  of  tbe  time  when  it  was  executed  or  given,  in  the  Bills  of 
Sale  Department  of  the  Central  Office.^ 


§  1121.  All  deeds  and  instruments,  whereby  any  estates  or  here-  §  1025 
ditaments  shall  be  purchased,  sold,  leased,  charged,  or  exchanged 
under  the  authority  of  any  Act  relating  to  the  possessions  and  land 
revenues  of  the  Crown,  must  be  enrolled,  within  six  months  after 
their  several  dates,  in  the  office  of  Land  Revenue  Eecords  and 
Enrolments."  Similar  enactments  are  contained  in  the  statutes 
which  respectively  relate  to  the  possessions  of  the  Duchy  of  Corn- 
wall,* and  to  the  possessions  of  Her  Majesty  in  respect  of  the 
Duchy  of  Lancaster;*  but  the  instruments  requiring  enrolment 
under  these  Acts  must  be  enrolled  in  the  offices  of  the  respective 
duchies. 


§  1122.  The  Act  for  the  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Eecoveries '  §  1026 
enacts,  in  §  41,  that  no  assurance,  by  which  any  disposition  of 
lands  shall  be  effected  under  that  Act  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  except 
a  lease  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years  at  a  rent  not  less  than 
five-sixths  of  a  rack-rent,  shall  have  any  operation  by  virtue  of 
the  Act,  unless  it  be  enrolled  in  what  is  now  called  the  Enrolment 
Department  of  the  Central  Office '  within  six  calendar  months  after 
its  execution;  while  §  46  provides,  that  the  consent  of  a  protector 
to  the  disposition  of  a  tenant  in  tail  shall,  if  given  by  a  distinct  deed, 
be  void,  unless  the  deed  be  enrolled  either  at  or  before  the  time 
when  the  assurance  by  the  tenant  in  tail  shall  be  enrolled.* 


'  As  to  what  the  affidavit  must  contain,  see  Jones  v.  Harris,  41  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  6  ;  7  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  157,  S.  C;  Murray  «.  Mackenzie,  10  Law  Eep.,  C. 
P.  625;  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  313,  S.  C;  Blount  v.  Harris,  47  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  596; 
S.  C.  affd.  on  App.,  48  L.  ,T.,  Q.  B.  159 ;  and  L.  E.,  4  Q.  B.  D.  603 ;  Castle 
V.  Downton,  L.  E.,  5C.  P.  D.  56  ;  and  cases  there  cited. 

M2  &  43  v.,  c.  78,  §  5  ;  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  Ord.  LXL,  E.  1. 

*  10  G.  4,  c.  50,  §  63  ;  3  "W.  4,  c.  1,  §  21  ;  14  &  15  T.,  c.  42,  ?  6. 

*  26  &  27  v.,  c.  49,  §  ?  30—33  ;  7  &  8  V.,  c.  65,  §?  30—36  ;  11  &  12  V., 
c.  83,  i  6. 

*  11  &  12  v.,  c.  83,  §  14.  «  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74. 
'  See  42  &  43  V.,  c.  78,  §  5  ;  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  Ord.  LXL,  E.  1. 

*  See,  also,  ?§  49,  51,  52,  &  59  of  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  for  further  provisions 
respecting  enrolment. 
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§  1125.  In  1855,  a  clause  was  introduced  in  the  Purchasers'  §  io28a 
Protection  Act,'  which  enacts  in  substance,  that  no  annuity  or  rent- 
charge,  otherwise  than  by  marriage  settlement,'  for  life  or  lives,  or 
for  any  term  or  estate  determinable  on  life  or  lives,  shall  affect  any 
hereditaments  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees,  or  creditors,  unless  a 
memorandum  containing  the  name,  residence,  and  description  of  the 
person  whose  estate  is  intended  to  be  affected,  and  the  date  of  the 
instrument,  and  the  annual  sum  payable,  be  left  for  registration  in 
the  Enrolment  Department  of  the  Central  Office.'  Notwithstanding 
the  precise  language  employed  in  this  enactment,  it  has  been  held 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal, — in  opposition  to  a  clear  opinion  expressed 
by  Sir  George  Jessel,  and  a  doubt  entertained  by  Lord  Justice  Bram- 
well,— that  an  unregistered  annuity-deed  may  still  be  enforced  as 
against  any  subsequent  incumbrancer  or  purchaser  who  may  have 
taken  with  notice  of  its  existence.* 

§  1126.  Under  the  Act  relating  to  solicitors,  read  in  conjunction  J  1029 
with  the  Rule  of  the  2nd  Nov.  1875,  on  the  same  subject,"  the 
written  contract  between  the  articled  clerk  and  the  solicitor  to 
whom  he  is  bound,  must  be  enrolled  with  the  clerk  of  the  Petty 
Bag,  within  six  months  after  its  date  together  with  an  affidavit 
to  be  made  by  the  solicitor,  verifying  the  fact  of  the  deponent 
having  been  duly  admitted,  and  the  further  fact  of  the  articles 
having  been  duly  executed.^ 

§  1127.  The  principal  statutes  which  permit '  enrolments  to  be.  §  1030 
made,  are — 1st,  the  Act  of  2  &  3  A.,  c.  4,  which  was  amended 
by  5  A.,  c.  18,  and  which  provides  that  a  memorial  of  all  deeds,* 

1  18  &  19  v.,  c.  15,  §  12. 

'  Annuities  and  rent-charges  given  by  will  are  also  excluded  from  the 
provision.     See  J  14  of  the  Act. 

'  The  words   of  the  Act   are,   "  with    the  senior   Master  of  the   Court   of  i 

Common  Pleas. " 

'  Greaves  J).  Tofield,  L.  E.,  14  Ch.  D.  563  ;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  118,  S.  C. 

'  Rule  "as  to  custody  of  rolls  and  documents." 

"  6  &  7  v.,  c.  73,  U  8,  20  ;  29  &  30  V.,  c.  84,  §  12,  Ir. 

'  See  Agra  Bk.  v.  Barry,  L.  E.,  7  H.  L.  155  ;  and  in  re  Lambert's  Estate, 
13  L.  R.,  Ir.  234,  241,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  as  to  the  prejudicial  results  which 
may  occur  to  any  man  who,  having  an  instrument  capable  of  registratioa  in 
a  registry  county,  omits  to  register  it. 

*  The  four  acts  first  named  in  this  section,  which  relate  to  the  registration 
of  documents  in  Yorkshire,  are  now  repealed,  as  froln  the  1st  Jan.  1885,  by 
' '  The  Yorkshii-e  Eegistries  Act, "  1884,  47  &  48  V. ,  c.  54,  J  51.  See  that  Act  men- 
tioned in  notes  to  ?|  1645,  1648,  1654,  &  1840. 
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conveyances,"  and  wills  concerning  any  houses,  manors,  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire, 
may,  at  the  election  of  the  parties  concerned,  be  registered; 
2nd,  the  Act  of  6  A.,  c.  35,  which  contains  similar  provisions 
with  respect  to  the  East  Riding;  ^  3rd,  the  Act  of  8  G.  2,  c.  6, 
which  applies  to  the  North  Riding;  4th,  the  Act  of  7  A.,  o.  20,' 
which  was  amended  by  25  G.  2,  c.  4,  and  is  applicable  to  Middle- 
sex; 5th,  the  Act  of  6  A.,  c.  2,  Ir.,  which  governs  the  registration 
of  deeds,  &c.,  in  Ireland;  *  6th,  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act,  1855, 
which  enacts,  that  any  deed,  will,  or  document  relating  to  any 
charity  may  be  enrolled  in  the  office  of  the  Charity  Commissioners, 
and  may  be  proved  by  copies  certified  under  the  hand  of  the 
secretary  or  one  of  the  Commissioners;'  and  7th,  the  Act  of 
8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  87,  which, — after  reciting  that  by  divers  Acts  of 
Inclosure  the  awards  of  the  Commissioners  are  required  to  be 
enrolled,  but  that  such  enrolments  have  in  many  instances  been 
omitted, — goes  on  to  enact,  that  the  awards  not  enrolled  shall  still 
be  valid,  but  that  the  parties  interested  may  enrol  them  if  they 
think  proper." 


'  '  These  words  are  not  confined  to  instruments  under  seal.  In  re  Wight's 
Mortgage  Trusts,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  66,  per  Malins,  V.-C;  16  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  41, 
47,  S.  C.  They  extend  to  a  further  charge  in  favour  of  a  first  mortgagee  of 
land,  Credland  v.  Potter,  10  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  8.     Bee  n.  2,  infra. 

^  See  Chad  wick  v.  Turner,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  349,  per  Lds.  Js.;  1  Law  Eep., 
Ch.  App.  310,  S.  C. 

'  Under  this  Act,  an  instrument  charging  lands  in  Middlesex,  though  it  be 
not  a  deed,  ought  to  he  registered;  Neve  v.  Pennell,  2  New  E.  508,  per  Wood, 
V.-C;  2  Hem.  &  M.  170,  186,  S.  C;  Moore  u.  Culwrhouse,  27  Beav.  639. 
See  n.  1,  supra. 

*  See  Carlisle  v.  Whaley,  2  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  391. 

"  18  &  19  v.,  c.  124,  §  42,  enacts,  that  "any  deed,  will,  or  document  relat- 
ing to  any  charity,  may  be  enrolled  by  the  Board  in  books  to  be  provided 
and  kept  by  them  for  that  purpose  at  their  office,  and  a  copy  of  any  such 
deed,  will,  or  document  made  from  such  books,  and  certified  under  the  hand 
of  the  secretary,  or  one  of  the  Commissioners,  shall  be  received  as  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  same  deed,  will,  or  document." 

^  §?1&2.. 
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CHAPTEK  XIX. 

ADMISS-IMLITY    OF    PAROL    EVIDENCE    TO    AFFECT    WRITTEN 
INSTRUMENTS. 

§  1128.  Perhaps  the  most  difficult  branch  of  the  law  of  evidence  i  1031 
is  that  which  regulates  the  admissibility  of  extrinsic  parol  testimony 
to  affect  vyritten  instruments.  In  proceeding  to  discuss  the  rules  of 
,  law  connected  vrith  this  subject,  it  will  be  well  to  advert  to  one  or 
two  established  principles,  which  govern  the  interpretation  of  all 
writings.  And  first,  in  order  to  put  a  just  construction  upon  the 
language  of  any  document,  the  court  must  read  the  whole  of  it,  and 
must  determine  the  meaning  of  the  words  employed  in  the  passage 
under  discussion,  not  only  by  a  careful  examination  of  the  imme- 
diate context,  but  also  by  considering  the  sense  in  which  the  same 
words  have  been  used  in  other  parts  of  the  instrument.'  For  it  is 
obvious  that  the  language  of  a  particular  passage  may  be  capable  of 
bearing  a  wider  or  narrower  signification,  when  read  in  connexion 
with  other  parts  of  the  instrument  where  the  same  language  is 
employed;  than  it  would  have  borne,  had  no  such  reflected  light 
been  thrown  upon  it.  For  instance,  suppose  a  question  to  arise 
respecting  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  close  "  as  used  in  a  will.  If 
this  expression  were  only  to  occur  once,  evidence  would  be  admis- 
sible to  show,  that,  in  the  county  where  the  property  was  situate, 
it  denoted  a  farm;  but  if  the  word  were  found  in  other  parts  of  the 
will,  in  any  one  of  which  this  enlarged  meaning  could  not  be  applied 
to  it,  such  evidence  would  be  clearly  rejected,,  as  the  court  would 
then  see  that  the  testator  had  used  the  word  in  its  ordinary  sense, 
as  denoting  an  enclosure.''  So  the  word  "  month,"  which  denotes 
at  law  a  lunar  month,  may  be  shown  by  the  context  to  mean  a 
calendar  month,  and  the  judge  will  in  such  case  adopt  that  con- 


>  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,  11  Sim.  486;    1  Phill.  279,  283,   289,  S.  C;  Bate- 
man  V.  Ld.  Eoden,  1  Jones  &  Lat.  356,  368 — 370,  per  Sugden,  C. 

^  Richardson  v.  Watson,  4   B.  &  Ad.  787,  799,  per  Parke,  J. ;  1  N.  &  M. 
575,  S.  C. 
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struction.  So;  when  words  used  in  the  operative  part  of  a  deed  are 
of  doubtful  import,  the  recitals  and  other  parts  of  the  instrument 
will  often  furnish  an  excellent  test  for  discovering  the  real  intention 
of  the  parties,  and  will  enable  the  court  to  fix  the  true  meaning  of 
the  language  employed.'' 

§  1129.  Again,  if  the  point  at  issue  were  whether  a  legacy,  given  ?  1032 
by  a  codicil  to  a  legatee  under  the  will,  should  be  regarded  as  cumu- 
lative or  substitutionary,  the  court  would  certainly  be  justified  in 
looking,  not  only  to  other  parts  of  the  same  codicil,  but  to  bequests 
in  other  later  testamentary  instruments;  and  if  it  should  appear 
ihat,  in  these  later  codicils,  the  testator  had  used  the  words  "  in 
addition,"  when  making  bequests  to  other  parties  which  were  in- 
tended to  be  cumulative,  the  absence  of  these  words,  or  of  expres- 
sions of  equivalent  import,  in  regard  to  the  legacy  in  question, 
would  be  a  circumstance,  though  far  short  of  conclusive,  yet  tending 
to  show,  in  connexion  with  other  facts  and  arguments,  that  the 
later  legacy  was  intended  not  to  be  additional,  but  in  substitution. 
The  court,  in  such  a  case,  would  be  bound  to  carry  back  and  apply 
to  the  first  codicil  the  knowledge  it  had  acquired  by  examining  the 
language  of  the  later  bequests.' 

§  1130.*  If  the  instrument  consists  partly  of  a  printed  formula,  g  losa 
and  partly  of  written  words,  and  any  reasonable  doubt  is  felt  as  to 
ihe  meaning  of  the  whole,  the  vyritten  words  are  entitled  to  have 
■greater  effect  in  the  interpretation,  than  those  which  are  printed;^ 
they  being  the  immediate  language  selected  by  the  parties  them- 
selves for  the  expression  of  their  meaning,  while  the  printed  for- 
mula is  more  general  in  its  nature,  applying  equally  to  their  case, 
and  to  that  of  all  other  contracting  parties  on  similar  subjects  and 
•occasions.' 

'  Lang  0.  Gale,  1  M.  &  Sel.  Ill;  E.  v.  Chawton,  1  Q.  B.  247.  See  ante, 
?16. 

^  "Walsh  II.  Trevanion,  15  Q.  B.  733,  751;  Pallikelagatha  Marcar  -v.  Sigg,  1 
Cowell's  Ind.  App.  83,  100. 

»  Lee  V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  218—221,  236,  per  Wigram,  V.-C. ;  Enssell  v.  Dick- 
son, 2  Dm.  &  "War.  139,  per  Sugden,  C. ;  Darley  v.  Martin,  13  Com.  B.  684. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  I  278,  almost  verbatim. 

'  This  rule  is  embodied  in  the  N.  Tork  Civ.  Code,  ?  1695. 

*  Per  Ld.  EUenborough,  in  Eobertson  v.  French,  4  East,   136,   Gumm  v. 
9  LAW  OF  KVID. — V.  III.  (3831) 


962  WHAT  IS  THE  PRIMARY  MEANING  OF  A  WORD.        [PART  II. 

§  1131.  Next,  the  terms  of  every  document  mast,  in  the  absence  ^  1034 
of  all  parol  testimony,  be  construed  in  their  primary  sense,  unless 
the  context  evidently  points  out  that,  in  the  particular  instance,  and 
in  order  to  effectuate  the  immediate  intention  of  the  parties,  they 
must  be  understood  in  some  other  and  peculiar  sense.'  But  it  may 
be  said,  what  is  the  primary  sense  of  a  word?  and  this  is  a  question 
which,  in  some  cases,  may  be  more  easily  asked  than  answered.^  It 
may,  however,  be  stated  generally,  that  if  the  language  be  technical 
or  scientific,  and  be  used  in  a  matter  relating  to  the  art  or  science 
to  which  it  belongs,  its  technical  or  scientific  must  be  considered  its 
primary  meaning ;  ^  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  expressions  have 
reference  to  the  common  transactions  of  life,  they  will  be  interpreted 
according  to  their  plain,  ordinary,  and  popular  meaning.* 

Tyrie,  33  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  108,  per  Crompton,  J.,  and  111,  per  Blackburn,  J.  See 
Jessel  V.  Bath,  36  L.  J.,  Ex.  149;  2  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  267,  S.  C. 

'  Robertson  v.  French,  4  East,  135,  136,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Mallan  v. 
May,  13  M.  &  W.  517,  per  Pollock,  C.  B. ;  Carr  v.  Montefiore,  5  B.  &  S.  408, 
428;  Ford  -o.  Ford,  6  Hare,  490,  491,  per  "Wigram,  V.-C;  Hicks  v.  Sallitt,  23 
L.  J.,  Ch.  571,  578,  per  "Wood,  V.-C;  Boorman  v.  Johnson,  12  Wend.  573. 
See,  also,  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes,  L.  E.,  7  App.  Cas.  192;  51  L.  J.,  Pr.  C.  53,  S. 
C. ;  Gray  v.  Pearson,  6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  106,  per  Ld.  Wensleydale;  Abbott  v. 
Middleton,  7  id.  68,  115,  per  id. ;  Slingsby  v.  Grainger,  id.  283,  284,  per  id. ; 
Wing  V.  Angrave,  8  id.  215,  per  id. ;  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  5  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  254; 
Ex  p.  Walton,  re  Levy,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  657,  659,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  L.  R.,  17 
Ch.  D.  750,  751,  S.  C.  See  Bathnrst  11.  Errington,  L.  E.,  2  App.  Cas.  698,  per 
Dona.  Proc. 

^  See  Doe  v.  Perratt,  6  M.  &  Gr.  314,  where  the  judges,  in  delivering  their 
opinions  in  Dom.  Proc,  differed  widely  upon  the  question,  as  to  whether  the 
word  "heir  "  in  a  will  was  to  be  construed  in  its  technical  or  popular  sense. 
See,  also.  Wells  v.  Wells,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  681,  where  Jessel,  M.  E.,  held,  in 
opposition  to  some  authorities,  that  "nephew"  meant  blood  nephew,  and  did 
not  include  the  son  of  a  husband's  sister;  S.  C,  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  504.  See, 
also,  Merrill  v.  Morton,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  249,  per  Malins,  V.-C;  L.  R.,  17  Ch.  D. 
382,  S.  C. 

*  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  525,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  Doe  r.  Perratt,  6  M. 
&  Gr.  342,  per  Parke,  B. 

*  Robertson  v.  French,  4  East,  135,  per  Ld.  EUenborongh ;  Shore  v.  Wilson, 
9  CI.  &  Fin.  565,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  The  rules  for  the  interpretation  of  wills, 
laid  down  by  Sir  J.  Wigram  in  his  able  treatise  on  that  subject,  may  be 
safely  applied,  mutato  nomine,  to  all  other  private  instruments.  They  are 
contained  in  seven  propositions,  as  the  result  both  of  principle  and  authority, 
and  are  thus  expressed: — "I.  A  testator  is  always  presumed  to  use  the 
words,  in  which  he  express  himself,  according  to  their  strict  and  primary 
acceptation,  unless  from  the  context  of  the  will  it  appears  that  he  has  used 
them  in  a  different  sense;  in  which  case  the  sense,  in  which  he  thus  appears 
to  have  used  them,  will  be  the  sense  in  which  they  are  to  be  construed.  II. 
Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  of  a  will,  from  which  it  is  apparent 
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§  1132.     Bearing  the  above  principles  in  mind,  the  first  general    g  1035 
rule  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  notice,  respecting  the  admissibility 
of  extrinsic  evidence  to  effect  what  is  in  writing  is,  that  parol  tes- 
timony cannot  be  received  to  contradict,  vary,  add  to,  or  subtract 
from,  the  terms  of  a  valid  ivritten  instrument?     This  rule  of  the 

that  a  testator  has  used  the  words,  in  which  he  has  expressed  himself,  in  any 
other  than  their  strict  and  primary  sense,  and  where  his  words  so  interpreted 
are  sensible  with  reference  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  it  is  an  inflexible  rule  of 
construction,  that  the  words  of  the  will  shall  be  interpreted  in  their  strict 
and  primary  sense,  and  in  no  other,  although  they  may  be  capable  of  some 
popular  or  secondary  interpretation,  and  although  the  most  conclusive 
evidence  of  intention  to  use  them  in  such  popular  or  secondary  sense  be 
tendered.  III.  Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  of  a  will,  from  which 
it  is  apparent  that  a  testator  has  used  the  words,  in  which  he  has  expressed 
himself,  in  any  other  than  their  strict  and  primary  sense,  but  his  words  so 
interpreted  are  insensible  with  reference  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  a  court  of 
law  may  look  into  the  extrinsic  circumstances  of  the  case  to  see  whether  the 
meaning  of  the  words  be  sensible  in  any  popular  or  secondary  sense,  of 
which,  vnth  reference  to  these  circumstances,  they  are  capable.  IV.  Where 
the  characters  in  which -a  will  is  written  are  diflicult  to  be  decyphered, 
or  the  language  of  the  will  is  not  understood  by  the  court,  the  evidence  of 
persons  skilled  in  decyphering  writing,  or  who  understand  the  language  in 
which  the  will  is  written,  is  admissible  to  declare  what  the  characters  are,  or 
to  inform  the  court  of  the  proper  meaning  of  the  words.  V.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  object  of  a  testator's  bounty,  or  the  subject  of  dis- 
position, or  the  quantity  of  interest  intended  to  be  given  by  his  will,  a  court 
may  inquire  into  every  material  fact  relating  to  the  person  who  claims  to  be 
interested  under  the  will,  and  to  the  property,  which  is  claimed  as  the  subject 
of  disposition,  and  to  the  circumstances  of  the  testator  and  of  his  family  and 
affairs;  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  court  to  identify  the  person  or  thing 
intended  by  the  testator,  or  to  determine  the  quantity  of  interest  he  has  given 
by  hs  vrill.  The  same,  it  is  conceived,  is  true  of  every  other  disputed  point, 
respecting  which  it  can  be  shown  that  a  knowledge  of  extrinsic  facts  can  in 
any  way  be  made  ancillary  to  the  right  interpretation  of  a  testator's  words. 

VI.  Where  the  words  of  a  will,  aided  "by  evidence  of  the  material  facts  of 
the  case,  are  insufficient  to  determine  the  testator's  meaning,  no  evidence  will 
be  admissible  to  prove  what  the  testator  intended,  and  the  will  (except  in 
certain  special   cases — see    Proposition  VII.)    will   be  void  for  uncertainty. 

VII.  Notwithstanding  the  rule  of  law,  which  makes  a  will  void  for  uncertainty, 
where  the  words,  aided  by  evidence  of  the  material  facts  of  the  case,  are 
insutficient  to  determine  the  testator's  meaning — courts  of  law,  in  certain 
special  cases,  admit  extrinsic  evidence  of  intention,  to  make  certain  the  person 
or  thing  intended,  where  the  description  in  the  will  is  insufacient  for  the  pur- 
pose. These  cases  may  be  thus  defined:  where  the  object  of  a  testator's 
bounty,  or  the  subject  of  disposition  (i.  e.  person  or  thing  intended)  is 
described  in  terms,  which  are  applicable  indifferently  to  more  than  one  per- 
son or  thing,  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  which  of  the  persons  or  things 
so  described  was  intended  by  the  testator."    Wigr.  Wills,  10—13. 

1  Gkiss  V.  Ld.  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  64,  65;  Wigr.  Wills,  5;  2  Ph.  Ev.  350.     So, 
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common  law,  which  may  be  traced  back  to  a  remote  antiquity,  is 
founded  on  the  obvious  inconvenience  and  injustice  that  would 
result,  if  matters  in  writing,  made  by  advice,  and  on  consideration, 
and  intended  finally  to  embody  the  entire  agreement  between  the 
parties,  were  liable  to  be  controlled  by  what  Lord  Coke  expressively 
calls,  "  the  uncertain  testimony  of  slippery  memory." '  When 
parties  have  deliberately  put  their  mutual  engagements  into  writing, 
in  such  language  as  imports  a  legal  obligation,  or,  in  other  words,  a 
complete  contract,^  it  is  only  reasonable  to  presume,  that  they  have 
introduced  into  the  written  instrument  every  material  term  and  cir- 
cumstance; and,  consequently,  all  parol  testimony  of  conversations 
held  between  the  parties,  or  of  declarations  made  by  either  of  them, 
whether  before,  or  after,  or  at  the  time  of,  the  completion  of  the 
contract,  will  be  rejected;  because  such  evidence,  while  deserving 
far  less  credit  than  the  writing  itself,  would  inevitably  tend,  in  many 
instances,  to  substitute  a  new  and  different  contract  for  the  one 
really  agreed  upon,  and  would  thus,  without  any  corresponding 
benefit,  work  infinite  mischief  and  wrong.^ 

§  1133.  Independent,  too,  of  all  considerations  of  convenience,  ?■  1036 
the  Legislature  has,  by  positive  enactment,  adopted  the  same  rule 
in  several  cases  as  an  arbitrary  and  absolute  one;  and  by  requiring 
certain  dispositions  of  property,  and  other  transactions,  to  be  evi- 
denced by  writing, — as,  for  instance,  wills,  contracts  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  the  like,^ — has  rigidly  excluded  all  parol 
testimony  tending  to  vary  the  terms  contained  in  the  written  instru- 
ment.' But  though  the  statutory  rule  will  perhaps  be  more  strictly 
enforced  than  that  which  rests  on  the  common  law  alone,  because, 
in  the  former  case,  to  relax  the  rule  in  any  degree,  is  to  the  like 


by  the  Scotch  law,  "  a  writing  cannot  be  cut  down  or  taken  away  by  the 
testimony  of  witnesses,"  Tait,  Ev.  326,  327;  1  Dickson,  Ev.  92,  et  seq.,  118; 
Inglis  V.  Buttery,  L.  E.,  3  App.  Cas.  552,  H.  L.  (Sc). 

'  Lady  Eutland's  case,  5  Rep.  26  a,  1st  Ees. 

'  See  Johnson  o.  Appleby,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.  146. 

'  Preston  v.  Merceau,  2  W.  Bl.  1249;  Eich  v.  Jackson,  4  Br.  C.  C.  519,  per 
Ld.  Thurlow;  Adams  -v.  Wordley,  1  M.  &  W.  374;  Parteriche  v.  Powlet,  2 
Atk.  383,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke;  Bogert  v.  Cauman,  Authon,  E.  70;  Bayard  v. 
Malcolm,  1  Johns.  467,  per  Kent,  C.  J. 

*  See  ante,  ?  986,  et  seq.  '  "Wigr.  Wills,  4,  6—8,  125,  126. 
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extent  to  repeal  the  particular  Act  which  renders  the  writing  neces- 
sary;'— ^yet,  at  the  present  day,  it  seems  to  be  generally  admitted 
as  indisputable  law,  that  the  term,  "  written  instrument,"  as  used  in 
the  rule,  includes  not  only  records,  deeds,  wills,. and  other  instru- 
ments required  by  the  statute  or  common  law  to  be  in  writing,  but 
every  document,  which  contains  the  terms  of  a  contract  between 
different  parties,  and  is  designed  to  be  the  repository  and  evidence 
of  their  final  intentions.^ 


§  1134.  To  other  less  foimal  documents  the  rule  does  not  ex-  §  1037 
tend;  and,  therefore,  a  receipt,  except  in  some  few  special  cases,* 
is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  payment  therein  acknowledged  to 
have  been  made,  but  the  party  signing  it  may  invalidate  its  effect 
by  oral  evidence,  not  only  of  fraud,  but  of  mistake  or  surprise  on 
his  part;  and  in  short,  the  document,  like  any  verbal  statement 
made  by  a  person,  and  afterwards  given  in  evidence  to  affect  him, 
amounts  only  to  prima  facie  proof,  and  is  capable  of  being  ex- 
plained.* So,  an  order  for  goods,  insufScient  to  satisfy  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  or  a  loose  memorandum,  which  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  intended  by  the  parties  to  contain  the  terms  of  their  contract, 
will  not  exclude  parol  evidence  on  that  subject.  For  instance,  where 
the  defendant,  having  ordered  goods  by  an  unsigned  letter,  which 
did  not  mention  any  time  for  payment,  afterwards  accepted  the 
goods  which  the  plaintiff  forwarded  to  him  with  the  invoice,  the 
court  held,  in  an  action  for  their  price,  that  parol  evidence  was  ad- 
missible to  show  that  the  goods  were  really  supplied  on  a  credit, 
which  had  not  expired  at  the  commencement  of  the   suit.*     So, 


1  "Wigr.  Wills,  4,  6—8,  125,  126;  Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  250,  251;  Doe  v. 
Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  369;  Clayton  v.  Ld.  Nugent,  13  M.  &  "W.  205,  per  Alder- 
son,  B.,  208,  per  Eolfe,  B. 

2  "Woolam  V.  Hearn,  7  Ves.  218,  per  Sir  "W.  Grant;  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  & 
Fin.  540,  per  Williams,  J. ;  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  31,  per  Parker,  J. ; 
Hunt  V.  Adams,  7  Mass.  522,  per  Sewell,  J. 

'  See  ante,  U  96,  845. 

*  Farrar  v.  Hutchinson,  9  A.  &  E.  341,  643;  1  P.  &  D.  437,  S.  C;  Skaife  v. 
Jackson,  3  B.  &  C.  421,  Lee  v.  Lane.  &  Yorks.  Ky.  Co.,  6  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App. 
527;  Wallace  v.  Kelsall,  7  M.  &  W.  273,  274;  Fuller  v.  Crittenden,  9  Conn. 
406. 

'  Lockett  V.  Nicklin,  2  Ex.  E.  93.     See  §  1151,  post. 
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where  a  plaintiff  had  bought  and  paid  for  a  horse  on  a  verbal  war- 
ranty by  the  defendant,  and  shortly  after  the  purchase  was  com- 
pleted, the  defendant  gave  him  a  paper  in  the  following  form  :- — 
"  Bought  of  A.  B.,  a  horse  for  11. — A.  B.," — the  court,  in  an 
action  for  breach  of  warranty,  held  that  the  plaintifp  might  prove 
the  warranty  by  parol  evidence,  as  the  paper  appeared  to  have  been 
meant  merely  as  a  memorandum  of  a  transaction,  or  an  informal 
receipt  for  the  money,  and  not  as  containing  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract itself.'  So,  where  a  person,  after  having  agreed  to  hire  a 
horse,  had  given  the  owner  a  card,  on  which  he  had  written  in 
pencil,  "  six  weeks  at  two  guineas,  W.  H.,"  the  owner  was  allowed 
to  prove  by  parol  evidence,  not  indeed  a  different  time  of  hiring  or 
a  larger  rate  of  payment  than  those  stated  ia  the  memorandum, 
but  an  additional  term  of  the  contract,  namely,  that  all  accidents 
occasioned  by  the  shying  of  the  horse  should  be  at  the  risk  of  the 
hirer.^  Again,  in  the  sale  of  a  chattel  under  the  value  of  lOl.,  an 
auctioneer  is  not  bound  by  the  description  of  the  article  contained 
in  the  unsigned  printed  catalogue;  but  if,  when  the  article  was  put 
up  to  auction,  he  publicly  stated  in  the  hearing  of  the  purchaser 
that  the  description  was  incorrect,  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
the  price  on  giving  parol  proof  of  such  statement.^ 

§  1135.  Having  thus  pointed  out  the  class  of  written  instru-  |  1038 
ments  to  which  the  rule  applies,  it  may  next  be  observed  that  the 
rule  does  not  prevent  parties  to  a  written  contract  from  proving  that, 
either  contemporaneously  or  as  a  preliminary  measure,  they  had 
entered  into  a  distinct  oral  agreement  on  some  collateral  matter.* 
Still  less,  as  will  presently  be  shown, '^  does  the  rule  exclude  evi- 
dence of  an  oral  agreement,  which  constitutes  a  condition  on  which 


'  Allen  V.  Pink,  4  M.  &  W.  140,  143,  144;  6  Dowl.  668,  S.  C. 

'  Jeffery  v.  "Walton,  1  Stark.  E.  267.     For  other  instances,  see  ante.  §  406. 

*  Eden  v.  Blake,  13  M.  &  "W.  614.  As  to  examinations  of  prisoners,  see  ante, 
??  893,  894. 

*  Lindley  v.  Lacey,  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  578;  34  L.  J.,  C.  P.  7,  S.  C; 
Morgan  u.  Griffith,  6  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  70;  40  L.  J.,  Ex.  46,  S.  C.  See  post,  ? 
1147.  See,  also,  Brady  v.  Oastler,  3  H.  &  C.  112;  Malpas  v.  Lond.  &  S.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  35  L.,  J.,  C.  P.  166;  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  336;  and  1  H.  &.  R.  227, 
S-  C.  5  p  9g7^  J,  4 
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the  performance  of  the  written  agreement  is  to  depend.'  Again, 
the  rule  is  not  infringed  by  the  admission  of  parol  evidence,  under 
the  proper  pleading,  showing  that  the  instrument  is  altogether 
void,  or  that  it  never  had  any  legal  existence  or  binding  force,  either 
by  reason  of  forgery  or  fraud,  or  for  the  illegality  of  the  subject- 
matter,  or  for  want  of  due  execution  and  delivery.'  For  instance, 
— to  illustrate  the  last  ground  of  invalidity  first, — it  may  be  shown 
by  parol  evidence,  either  that  an  instrument,  apparently  executed  as 
a  deed,  had  really  been  delivered  simply  as  an  escrow,'  or  that  a 
document  signed  as  an  agreement,  had  not  been  intended  by  the 
parties  to  operate  as  a  present  contract,  but  tl^at  it  was  meant  to 
be  conditional  on  the  happening  of  an  event  which  had  never 
occurred.*  Fraud  practised  by  the  party  seeking  the  remedy  upon 
him  against  whom  it  is  sought,  and  in  that  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  or  claim,  is  universally  held  fatal  to  his  title. 
"  The  covin,"  says  Lord  Coke,  "  doth  suffocate  the  right." 

§  1136.  It  matters  not,  in  this  respect,  whether  the  foundation    |  1038 
of  the  claim  be  a  record,*  a  deed,  or  a  writing  without  seal;  for  in 
either  case  the  instrument  will  be  void — or,  to  speak  more  correctly, 
will  be  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  injured  party,' — if  obtained  by 
fraud,  and  the  fraud  may  be  established  by  parol  evidence.'    Thus, 

'  Lindley  v.  Lacey,  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  587,  and  34  L.  J.,  C.  P.  9  per  Byles, 
J.,  referring  to  cases  cited,  infra,  n.  4. 

^  Collins  V.  Blantern,  2  "Wils.  341;  1  Smith,  L.  C,  310—339,  S.  C,  and 
cases  there  cited  in  the  notes;  Paxton  v.  Popham,  9  East,  421,  422,  per  Ld. 
EUenborough. 

'  Murray  v.  Ld.  Stair,  2  B.  &  C.  82;  3  D.  &  E.  278,  S.  C. 

*  Pym  V.  Camphell,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  277;  6  E.  &  B.  370,  S.  C;  Davis  v. 
Jones,  17  Com.  B.  625.  See,  also,  Wallis  v.  Littell,  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.  100;  11 
Com.  B.,  N.  S.  369,  S.  C;  Eogers  v.  Hadley,  32  L.  J.,  Ex.  241;  Gndgen  v. 
Besset,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  36;  6  E.  &  B.  986,  S.  C.  The  same  doctrine  applies 
to  wills,  though  it  must  be  used  -with  very  great  caution;  Lister  v.  Smith, 
33  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  39;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  282,  S.  C. 

5  See  post,  ?  1713. 

,"  TJrquhart  v.  Macpherson,  3  App.  Cas.  .831,  Pr.'C;  Clarke  v.  Dickson,  E. 
B.  &  E.  148. 

'  Tait,  Ev.  327;  328;  Buckler  v.  Millerd,  2  Ventr.  107;  Filmer  v.  Gott,  4 
Br.  P.  C.  230;  Robinson  v.  Ld.  Yernon,  29  L.  J.,  C.  P.  135  ;  7  Com.  B.; 
N.  S.  231,  S.  C;  Rogers  v.  Hadley,  32  L.  J.,  Ex.  241;  2  H.  &  C.  227,  S.  C; 
Taylor  v.  Weld,  5  Mass.  116,  per  Sedgwick,  J.;  Franchot  v.  Leach,  5  Cowen, 
508;  Dorr  v.  Munsell,  13  Johns.  431;  Morton  v.  Chandler,  8  Greenl.  9;  Com. 
V.  BuUard,  9  Mass.  270. 
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if  a  person  has  been  induced  by  verbal  fraudulent  statements 
to  enter  into  a  written  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  house,  a  ship, 
or  the  like,  it  is  competent  for  him,  in  an  action  for  a  deceitful 
representation,  to  prove  the  fraud  by  evidence  aliunde,  though  the 
■written  contract  or  the  deed  of  conveyance  is  silent  on  the  subject 
to  which  the  fraudulent  representations  refer.'  So,  the  representa- 
tion of  a  vendor  respecting  some  particular  quality  of  the  article  sold, 
may  be  given  in  evidence,  if  the  purchaser  has  thereby  been  fraudu- 
lently prevented  from  discovering  a  fault  which  the  vendor  knew  to 
exist.''  The  declarations,  too,  of  a  testator  are  admissible  to  show 
his  intentions,  if  the  will  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  cir- 
cumvention, or  forgery ; '  and  similar  evidence  will  be  received  with 
"the  view  of  rebutting  the  presumption,  that  an  alteration,  or  inter- 
lineation, apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will,  was  made  after  its 
execution.*  For  this  last  purpose,  however,  the  declarations  of  the 
testator  must  have  been  made  before  the  writing  was  executed, 
though  it  matters  not  whether  the  instrument  be,  or  be  not,  a 
holograph  will.* 

§  1137.^  Parol  evidence  may  also,  under  the  proper  pleading,    5  1039 
be  offered  to  show  that  the  contract  was  made  for  the  furtherance 
of   objects  forbidden,  either  by  statute,  or  by  common  law; '   or 
that  the  writing  was  obtained  by  duress;  *  or  that  the  party  was 
incapable  of  contracting  by  reason  of  some  legal  impediment,  such 


1  Dobell  V.  Stephens,  3  B.  &  C.  623  ;  5  D.  &  R.  490,  S.  C.  ;  "Wright  t>. 
Crookes,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  685,  698;  Hotson  v.  Browne,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  106;  9 
Com.  B.,  N.  S.  442,  S.  C. 

'  Kain  v.  Old,  2  B.  &  C.  634,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 

»  Doe  V.  Hardy,  1  M.  &  Rob.  525;  Doe  v.  Allen,  8  T.  R.  147. 

*  Doe  V.  Palmer,  16  Q.  B.  747;  In  re  Duffy,  I.  R.,  5  Eq.  506  ;  Dench  v. 
Dench,  46  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  13;  L.  R.,  2  Pr.  D.  60,  S.  C. 

5  Id.  See  In  re  Hardy,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  142;  Staines  v.  Stewart,  31 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  10;  2  Swab  &  Trist.  320,  S.  C.  In  re  Ripley,  1  Swab.  & 
Trist.  268;  Johnson  v.  Lyford,  37  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  65;  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  & 
D.  546,  S.  C.  «  Gr.  Ev.  §  284,  in  part. 

'  Collins  V.  Blantem,  2  Wils.  347 ;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  310,  326,  S.  C. ;  Benyon 
V.  Nettleford,  3  M.  &  Gord.  94.  See,  also,  Biggs  v.  Lawrence,  3  T.  R.  454; 
Waymell  v.  Reed,  5  T.  R.  600;  Doe  v.  Ford,  3  A.  &  E.  649;  Sinclair  v.  Ste- 
venson, 1  C.  &  P.  582;  Norman  v.  Cole,  3  Esp.  253. 

«  2  Inst.  482,  483;  B.  N.  P.  172;  5  Com.  Dig.,  Plead.  2,  W.  18—23. 
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as  infancy,  coverture,'  idiotcy,  insanity,  or  intoxication;^  or  that 
the  instrument  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  without  any 
absolute  and  final  delivery  by  the  obligor  or  party  charged.' 

§  1138.  The  want  or  failure  of  consideration  may  also  be  proved  §  1040 
by  parol  evidence,  showing  that  the  written  agreement  is  not 
binding;,*  unless  it  be  under  seal,  which,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
is  conclusive  evidence  of  a  sufficient  consideration.^  But  further,  if 
no  consideration,  or  'a  mere  nominal  consideration,  be  stated  in  the 
deed,  the  party  will  be  allowed  to  prove  a  real  substantial  consider- 
ation by  extrinsic  evidence;  °  and  if  the  deed  is  expressed  to  be 
made  "for  divers  good  considerations,"  it  may  be  averred  and 
proved  by  parol  that  the  bargainee  gave  money  for  his  bargain;' 
The  'Onus,  however,  of  proving  the  consideration  will,  in  such  a 
ease,  lie  on  the  party  claiming  under  the  deed;  for  the  mere  state- 
ment in  the  operative  part  of  an  instrument  that  it  was  made  for 
good  and  valuable  consideration  will  not  suffice  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption, as  against -parties  disputing  the  validity  of  the  deed,  that 
any  substantial  consideration  has  ever  in  fact  been  given.*  Again, 
if  an  instrument  under  seal  specifies  any  particular  consideration, 
as,  for  instance,  love  and  affection,  and  omits  all  mention  of  any 
other  consideration,  no  extrinsic  proof  of  another  can  in  general  be 
given,  because  such  proof  would  contradict  the  deed."  Still,  if  the 
object  be  to  establish  or  negative  the  existence  of  fraud,  such  proof 
will  be  admissible.  Thus,  where  a  conveyance  purported  to  have 
been   made  in  consideration   of    10,000Z.,  and    natural   love  and 


1  2  Inst.  482,  483;  B.  N.  P.  172;  5  Com.  Dig.,  Plead.  2,  W.  18—23. 

'  B.  N.  P.  172;  Barrett  v.  Buxton,  2  Aik.  167,  per  Prentiss,  J. 

^  B.  N.  P.  172;  Clark  v.  Gifford,  10  "Wend.  310;  U.  S.  v.  Leffler,  11  Pet. 
86. 

*  Foster  v.  Jolly,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  707,  708;  Solly  v.  Hinde,  2  C.  &  M.  516; 
Abbott  V.  Hendricks,  1  M.  &  Gr.  791,  794—796,  ante,  ?  1023. 

5  Ante,  ?  86. 

"  Leifchild's  case,  1  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  231,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C;  Peacock  v. 
Monk,  1  Yes.  Sen.  128. 

'  2  Ph.  Ev.  353;  Tull  v.  Parlett,  M.  &  M.  472,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

8  Kelson  v.  Kelson,  10  Hare,  385,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 

'  Peacock  v.  Monk,  1  Ves.  Sen.  128,  per  Ld.  Hardysdcke;  cited  by  Alder- 
son,  B.,  in  Gale  v.  Williamson,  8  M.  &  W.  408.  But  see  Clifford  v.  Turrell, 
1  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  R.  138;  9  Jur.  633,  S.  C.  on  appeal. 
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affection,  the  court,  in  a  suit  to  set  it  aside,  admitted  extrinsic 
evidence  to  show  that  the  estates  were  worth  30,000Z.,  and  that 
natural  love  and  afPection  constituted  no  part  of  the  real  considera- 
tion.' So,  where  a  father  assigned  his  house  and  personalty  to  his 
son  by  deed,  "  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,"  and 
afterwards  the  sheriff  seized  part  of  the  personalty  under  a  fi.  fa. 
against  the  father,  the  son,  in  proceeding  against  the  sheriff,  was 
permitted  to  give  evidence  of  a  valuable  consideration,  and  thus  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  fraud  against  creditors,  which  a  deed, 
made  by  a  debtor  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection, 
prima  facie  imports.^ 

§  1139.  The  courts  will  also,  on  equitable  grounds,  sometimes  i  1041 
admit  parol  evidence  to  contradict  or  vary  a  writing,  where,  by  some 
mistake  in  fact,^  it  speaks  a  different  language  from  what  the  parties 
intended;  and  where,  consequently,  it  would  be  unconscientious  or 
unjust  to  enforce  it  against  either  party  according  to  its  expressed 
terms.  In  all  cases,  however,  of  this  kind,  the  party  seeking  relief 
undertakes  a  task  of  great  difficulty,  since  the  court  will  not 
interfere,  unless  it  be  clearly  convinced  by  the  most  satisfactory 
evidence,  first,  that  the  mistake  complained  of  really  exists,  and 
next,  that  it  is  such  a  mistake  as  ought  to  be  corrected.*  A 
plaintiff  may  seek  this  equitable  relief  by  commencing  an  action, 
either  to  reform  the  writing, — in  which  event  it  will  be  necessary, 
except  under  very  special  circumstances,^  to  satisfy  the  court  that 
the  mistake  was  made  on  both  sides;  ^  or  to  rescind  the  instrument, 

'  Filmer  v.  Gott,  7  Br.  P.  C.  70;  cited  by  Ld.  Kenyon  in  E.  v.  Scammonden, 
3  T.  R.  475,  476. 

^  Gale  V.  "WiUiamson,  8  M.  &  W.  405,  409—411  ;  Pott  v.  Todhunter,  2 
Coll.  76,  84.     See  13  El.  c.  5. 

^  See  Hunt  v.  Eousmanier,  8  Wheat.  211,  et  seq. ;  Price  v.  Ley,  4  Giff. 
235. 

*  M.  of  Townsend  v.  Strangroom,  6  Ves.  339;  Mortimer  v.  Shortall,  2 
Dm.  &  War.  371,  per  Sugden,  C. ;  Bold  v.  Hutchinson,  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G. 
558:  Wright  v.  Goff,  22  Beav.  207,  214;  Ashhurst  v.  Mill,  7  Hare,  502; 
Gillespie  ».  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  585;  MacCormack  v.  MacCormack,  I.  E., 
11  Eq.  130;  1  L.  E.,  Ir.  119,  S.  C.  on  App.;  Welman  v.  Welman,  L.  E.,  15 
Ch.  D.  570,  per  Malins,  V.-C. 

^Lovesy  v.  Smith,  L.  E.,  15  Ch.  D.  655,  per  Denman,  J.;  49  L.  J.,  Ch. 
809,  S.  C. 

*  Mortimer  v.  Shortall,  2  Dru.  &  War.    372,    per   Sugden,    C. ;    Murray  v. 
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— in  which  case,  though  conclusive  proof  of  error  or  surprise  on 
the  plaintiff's  part  alone  will  suffice,'  it  must  appear  that  the 
mistake  was  one  of  vital  importance.^  In  either  of  these  cases,  if 
the  defendant  denies  the  case  as  set  up  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
latter  simply  relies  on  the  verbal  testimony  of  witnesses,  and  has 
no  documentary  evidence  to  adduce, — such,  for  instance,  as  a 
rough  draft  of  the  agreement,  the  written  instructions  for  prepar- 
ing it,  or  the  like, — the  plaintiff's  position  will  be  well-nigh  despe- 
rate; though  even  here,  as  it  seems,  the  parol  evidence  may  be  so 
conclusive  in  its  character  as  to  justify  the  court  in  granting  the 
relief  prayed.' 

§  1140.  A  defendant,  also,  against  whom  a  specific  performance  ?  1042 
of  a  written  agreement  is  sought,  may  insist  upon  the  mistake,  and 
'  may  establish  its  existence  by  parol  evidence,  because  he  may  rely 
on  any  matter  which  shows  it  to  be  inequitable  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract.* But  here  an  artificial  distinction  must  be  noticed,  which 
appears  to  be  recognised  as  undoubted  law  in  the  British  Courts, 
and  which  is  this  :  that  though  parol  evidence  may  be  received 
Parker,  19  Beav.  305;  Eooke  v.  Ld.  Kensington,  2  Kay  &  J.  753;  Bentley 
V.  Mackay,  31  Beav.  143,  151,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E. ;  4  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  279, 
S.  C;  Sells  v.  Sells,  29  L.  J.,  Ch.  500;  1  Drew.  &  Sm.  42,  S.  C;  Fowler  v.  ■ 
Fowler,  4  De  Gex  &  J.  250;  Elwes  v.  Elwes,  2  Giff.  545;  3  De  Gex,  F.  &  J. 
667,  S.  C;  Bradford  v.  Eonmey,  30  Bear.  431,  438;  Gray  v.  Boswell,  13  Jr.  Eq. 
E.,  N.  S.  77;  Fallon  v.  Eobins,  16  id.  422.  See  Bloomer «).  Spittle,  13  Law 
Eep.,  Eq.  427,  per  Ld.  Eomilly,  M.  E.;  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  369,  S.  C. 

'■  Mortimer  -v.  Shortall,  2  Dru.  &  War.  372,  per  Sugden,  C. ;  Murray  v. 
Parker,  19  Beav.  305;  Eooke  v.  Ld.  Kensington,  2  Kay  &  J.  753;  Bentley 
V.  Mackay,  31  Beav.  143,  151,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E. ;  4  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  279, 
S.  C;  Sells  1).  Sells,  29  L.  J.,  Ch.  500;  1  Drew.  &  Sm.  42,  S.  C;  Fowler  v. 
Fowler,  4De  Gex  &  J.  250;  Elwes  v.  Elwes,  2  Giff.  545;  Bradford  v.  Eomney, 
30  Beav.  431,  438;  Gray  v.  Boswell,  13  Ir.  Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  77;  Fallon  v.  Eobins, 
16  id.,  422.     See  Harris D.  Pepperell,  5  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  1. 

»  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  144,  n. 

^  Mortimer  v.  Shortall,  2  Dru.  &  "War.  374,  per  Sugden,  C. ;  Alexander  v. 
Crosbie,  Lloyd  &  G.  150;  M.  of  Townsend  v.  Strangroom,  6  Ves.  339;  Gil- 
lespie V.  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  E.  600,  per  Kent,  C;  Lovesy  v.  Smith,  L.  E.,  15 
Ch.  D.  655,  per  Denman,  J.;  49 L.  J.,  Ch.  809,  S.  C. 

•  1  Story,  Eq.  .TnT.  §  161;  2  id.  ?  770;  M.  of  Townsend ».  Strangroom,  6  Ves. 
328;  Da  vies  v.  Fition,  2  Dru.  &  War,  232,  per  Sugden,  C;  Wood  v.  Searth,  2 
Kay  &  J.  33;  Webster  v.  Cecil,  30  Beav.  62;  Manser  v.  Back,  6  Hare,  443,  per 
'  Wigram,  V.-C;  Howard  v.  Wright,  2  Coop.  114,  per  Leach,  V.-C;  Squires 
Campbell,  id.  114,  per  Ld.  Cottenham.  See  Carpenter  v.  Providence  Washing- 
ton Ins.  Co., -4  Howard,  S.  Ct.  E.  222. 

(3841) 


972  DEEDS  CAN  ONLY  BE  DIBCHAKGED  BY  DEED.  [PAET  II. 

against  a  plaintiff  seeking  a  specific  performance,  it  will  be  inadmis- 
sible in  his  favour;  or,  in  other  words,  the  courts  will  not  receive 
parol  evidence  on  the  part  of  a  plaintiff  to  rectify  a  written  agree- 
ment, of  which  he  seeks  a  specific  execution.'  In  America,  how- 
ever, Mr.  Chancellor  Kent,  after  a  most  elaborate  consideration  of 
the  subject,  has  not  hesitated  to  reject  this  distinction  as  unfounded 
in  justice;''  and  Mr.  Justice  Story  has  taken  the  same  view  of  the 
matter,  observing,  with  much  force,  that  there  is  no  mutuality  or 
equality  in  the  operation  of  such  a  doctrine.' 

§  1141.*'  The  rule  under  discussion  does  not  exclude  verbal  ?  1043 
evidence,  when  adduced  to  prove  that  the  written  agreement  has 
been  totally  waived  or  discharged.  If,  indeed,  the  agreement  be  by 
deed,  it  can  only  be  entirely,  or  even  partially,  dissolved  by  an  in- 
strument of  an  equally  solemn  character;  for  the  maxim  of  law  is 
well  established,  that  unumquodque  ligamen  dissolvitur  eodem 
ligamine  quo  et  ligatur.*  Therefore,  where  to  an  action  of  covenant 
for  non-payment  of  money,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  parol  discharge 
in  satifaction  of  all  demands,  the  court  held,  upon  demurrer,  that 
the  covenant  could  not  be  discharged  without  a  deed.^  A  similar 
decision  was  pronounced  on  a  rule  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  for 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  in  a  case  where  an  action  had 

^  Davies  v.  Fitton,  2  Dru.  &  War.  232,  per  Sugden,  C ;  M.  of  Townsend  v. 
Strangroom,  6Ves.  328;  Woolam  i).  Hearne,  7  Ves.  211;  Higginson  i).  Clowes, 
15  Ves.  516;  Clowes?).  Higginson,  1  Ves.  &  B.  375;  Rich  v.  Jackson,  4  Br.  C. 
C.  514;  6  Ves.  334,  n.  S.  C. ;  Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  38,  39;  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Sitwell,  1  Y.  &C.,  Ex.  E.  559,  583;  Squire  v.  Campbell,  2  Coop.  114,  per  Ld. 
Cottenham.  See,  however,  M'Cormack  v.  M'Cormack,  1  L.  E.,  Ir.  119.  See 
also,  Gun  v.  McCarthy,  13  L.  E.  Ir.  304,  per  Flanagan,  J. 

''  Keisselbraek  v.  Livingstone,  4  Johns.  Ch.  E.  144,  148,  149. 

'  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  J  161,  and  n.  Those  who  require  further  information  on 
this  subject  are  referred  to  1  Sug.  V.  &  P.  222—233,  and  258—266;  1  Story,  Eq. 
Jur.  §?  152—161;  Gresl.  Ev.  205    209. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  §  302,  in  part,  as  to  first  five  lines. 

5  2  Inst.  360;  "Wing.  Max.  68—72;  Story,  Agen.  §  49;  Fowell  v.  Forrest,  2 
Wms.  Saund.  47ff,  47gg;  Harris  v.  Goodwyn,  2  M.  &  Gr.  405;  2  Scott,  N.  E. 
459,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Gladwin,  6  Q.  B.  953,  962;  Eawlinson  v.  Clarke,  14  M.  &W. 
187,  192. 

*  Eogers  v.  Payne,  2  Wils.  376,  recognised  in  "West  v.  Blakeway,  2  M.  &  Gr. 
751;  Cord  went  v.  Hunt,  8  Taunt.  596.     See  Spence  ii.  Healey,  8  Ex.  R.   668;  ■ 
May.  of  Berwick  v.  Oswald,  1  E.  &  B.  295;  The  Thames  Iron  "Works  Co.  v. 
The  Roy.  Mail  St.  Packet  Co.,  13  Com.  B.,  N".  S.  358. 
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been  brought  by  a  landlord  against  his  tenant,  on  a  covenant  by  the 
latter  to  yield  up,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  all  erections  set  up 
during  the  tenancy;  the  defendant  having  obtained  a  verdict  on  a 
plea  stating  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  that,  if  the  defendant 
built  a  greenhouse  on  the  premises,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to 
remove  it.'  So,  it  used  to  be  regarded,  at  common  law,  as  an 
indifferent  matter,  whether  the  Agreement  in  discharge  of  the  deed 
were  in  writing  or  merely  verbal,  or  whether  it  were  executory  or 
executed;  and,  therefore,  if  an  act  was  required  by  deed  to  be  done 
within  a  certain  time,  evidence  could  not  be  given  to  show  that  the 
period  was  extended  by  some  instrument  not  under  seal,  and  that 
the  act  was  performed  within  the  time  so  extended.^  In  this  latter 
event,  however,  the  courts  would  perhaps  on  equitable  grounds  now 
grant  relief;^  at  least,  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  license  to 
extend  the  time  was  founded  on  some  good  consideration.* 

§  1142.  As  the  doctrine  just  stated  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  g  1044 
general  rule  under  discussion,  but  rests  entirely  on  the  solemn 
nature  of  deeds,  any  obligation  by  writing,  which  is  not  under  seal, 
may,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  interference,  be  either  totally  or 
partially  dissolved  before  breach,  by  a  subsequent  oral  agreement; 
or,  to  adopt  the  language  of  Lord  Denman  in  Goss  v.  Lord  Nugent,.^ 
"  After  an  agreement  has  been  reduced  into  vwiting,  it  is  competent 
to  the  parties,  at  any  time  before  breach  of  it,  by  a  new  contract 
not  in  writing,  either  altogether  to  waive,  dissolve,  or  annul  the 
former  agreement,  or  in  any  manner  to  add  to,  or  subtract  from,  or 


•  West  V.  Blakeway,  2  M.  &  Gr.  729;  3  Scott,  N.  E.  199,  S.  C.  But  see  Cort 
V.  Ambergate,  &c.,  Ey.  Co.,  17  Q.  B.  127,  145,  146. 

''  Gwynne  v.  Davy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  857,  871,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Littler  v.  Hol- 
land, 3  T.  E.  590.  See  Nash  v.  Armstong,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  286;  10  Com.  B.,  N. 
S.  259,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Williams  v.  Stern,  L.  E.,  5  Q.  B.  D.  409;  49  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  663,  S.  C,  questioning  Albert  v.  The  Grosvenor  Invest.  Co.,  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
24;  3  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  123;  and  8  B.  &  S.  664,  S.  C. 

'•>  Gwynne  v.  Davy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  868,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

*  Williams  v.  Stem,  L.  E.,  5  Q.  B.  D.  409;  49  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  663,  S.  C. 

°  5  B.  &  Ad.  65.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  no  written  obligation  whatever 
can  be  extinguished  or  renounced,  without  either  the  creditor's  oath  or  a  writ- 
ing signed  by  him.  Tait,  Ev.  325.  Neither  can  a  written  agreement  be  after- 
wards waived  or  varied  by  mere  words;  though  a  subsequent  parol  agreement, 
accompanied  or  followed  by  part  performance,  will  suffice  for  that  purpose; 
Bargaddie  Coal  Co.  v.  Wark,  3  Macq.,  Sc.  Cas.,  H.  of  L.  467. 
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vary,  or  qualify  the  terms  of  it,  and  thus  to  make  a  new  contract, 
which  is  to  be  proved,  partly  by  the  written  agreement,  and  partly 
by  the  subsequent  verbal  terms,  engrafted  upon  what  will  be  thus 
left  of  the  written  agreement." 


§  1143.  With  respect  to  those,  cases  where  a  writing  is  by  i  1045 
statute  made  necessary  to  the  validity  of  an  agreement,  the  rule  is 
different;  for  although  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  con- 
tracts concerning  the  sale  of  land  or  goods,  which  fall  within  the 
4th  or  17th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  may  be  wholly 
waived  or  abandoned  by  a  subsequent  oral  agreement,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent either  party  from  recovering  on  the  original  written  contract, 
this  doctrine  rests  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the  Act  of  Charles 
the  Second,  which,  without  distinctly  stating  that  the  contracts  in 
question  must  be  in  writing,  merely  enacts  that,  unless  they  are 
so,  no  actioi\  shall  be  brought  upon  them.'  No  general  rule, 
therefore,^  can  with  safety  be  laid  down  respecting  the  validity  of 
the  oral  dissolution  of  a  statutory  instrument;  but,  in  each  case, 
the  special  language  of  the  Act  requiring  the  writing  must  be 
duly  considered;  and  in.  several  cases,  as,  for  instance,  in  that 
of  a  will,  it  is  clear  law  that  a  verbal  abandonment  will  not 
sufi&ce.^ 


§  1144.  But  whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  an  oral  dissolution 
of  the  entire  statutory  contract,  thus  much  is  certain,  that  no 
verbal  agreement  to  abandon  it  in  part,  or  to  add  to,  or  modify,  its 
terms,  can  be  received;  for  to  allow  such  contracts  to  be  proved 
partly  by  writing,  and  partly  by  oral  testimony,  would  be  to  let  in 
all  the  mischiefs  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  Legislature  to 
exclude;  and  here  it  matters  not  what  term  of  the  written  con- 
tract is  sought  to  be  varied  by  parol,  since  no  distinction  can  be 
drawn  between  the  material  and  immaterial  parts  of  the  contract; 
but  everything  which  originally  formed  part  of  the  agreement,  in 


•  Gk)ss  V.  Ld.  Nugent,  2  B.  &  Ad.  58,  65,  66,  per  Ld.  Denman;  2  N.  &  M. 
28,  S.  C. ;  Price  v.  Dyer,  17  Tes.  356,  per  Sir  "W.  Grant.  These  dicta  go  far 
towards  overruling  a  contrary  opinion  expressed  by  Ld.  Hard-mcke  in  Buck- 
house  V.  Crosshy,  2  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  32,  pi.  44,  and  in  Bell  v.  Ho-ward,  9  Mod. 
305.  »  Ante,  §  1063.' 
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regard  to  which  the  parties  are  stipulating,  must  be  deemed  to  be 
material.' 

§  1145.  If,  then,  a  written  contract  is  made  for  the  sale,  either  I  1047 
of  goods  above  the  value  of  lOl.,  or  of  lands,  and  the  writing 
states  a  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  or  for  the  completion 
of  the  purchase',  no  verbal  agreement  to  substitute  another  day 
for  the  one  originally  agreed  upon  will  be  valid,^  but  the  original 
contract  may  still  be  enforced  in  its  entirety.'  So,  where  a 
vendor  had  contracted  in  writing  to  sell  to  a  purchaser  certain 
lots  of  land,,  and  to  make  out  a  good  title  to  them,  the  court 
held,  that,  in  an  action  for  the  purchase  money,  he  was  not  at- 
liberty  to  show  a  verbal  waiver  by  the  purchaser  of  his  right  to  a 
good  title  as  to  one  lot;  since  the.efPect  of  such  a  waiver  was  to 
substitute  a  partly  oral  contract  for  the  one,  which  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  required  to  be  in  writing.*  So,  where  a  master  had  agreed 
by  letter  to  pay  his  clerk  a  yearly  salary,  and  the'  contract  was 
necessarily  in  'writing,  being  one  which  would  not  be  performed 
within  a  year  from  its  date,  parol  evidence  was  held  to  be  inad- 
missible, when  tendered  to  show  either  a  contemporaneous,  or  a 
subsequent,  verbal  agreement  that  the  salary  should  be  paid 
quarterly,  or  to  prove  the  fact  that  quarterly  payments  had 
usually  been  made.*    Again,  if   an  entire  written  agreement  con- 

'  Marshall  ti.  Lynn,  6M.  &'W.  136,  117,  per  Parke,  B.;  Emmet  v.  Dewhirst, 
21  L.  J.,  Ch.  497;  Moore  v.  Campbell,  10  Ex.  E.  323;  Sanderson  v.  Graves, 
10  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  234,  44  L.  J.,  Ex.210,  S.  C. 

'^  Stowell  V.  Robinson,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  928;  Marshall  v.  Lynn,  6  M.  &  W. 
109;  Stead  D.  Dawber,  IDA.  &  E.  57;  2  P.  &  D.  447,  S.  C;  Tyers  v.  Eose- 
dale  and  Ferryhill  Iron  Co.,  42  L.  J.,  Ex.  185;  8  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  305,  S.  C; 
S.  C.  reversed  in  Ex.  Ch.,  10  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  195;  44  L.  J.,  Ex.  130,  S.  C. 
These  cases  overrule  Cufif  u  Penn,  1  M.  &  Sel.  21;  Warren  v.  Stagg,  cited 
in  Littler  v.  Holland,  3  T.  E.  591;  and  Thresh  v.  Eake,  1  Esp.  53.  See  Ogle 
V.  Ld.  Vane,  2  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  275;  36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  175;  7  B.  &  S.  855, 
S.  C;  &  37  L.  X,  Q.  B.  77,  S.  C,  affd.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  3  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  272; 
&  8  B.  &  S.  182. 

'  Noble  «).  Ward,  35  L.  J.,  Ex.  81;  1  Law  Rep,,  Ex.  117;  and  4  H.  &  C. 
149,  S.  C;  36  L.  J.,  Ex.  91,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  2  Law  Rep.,.  Ex.  135,  S.  C. 
See,  also,  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Hieronimns,  10  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  140;  44  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  54,  S.  C;  Hickman  v.  Haynes,  10  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  598;  44  L.  J.,  C. 
P.  358,  S.  C;  Plevins  v.  Downing,  L.  E.,  1  C.  P.  D.  220;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  695, 
S.  C. 

*  Goss  V.  Ld.  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  58;  2  N.  &  M.  28,  S.  C. 

'  Giraud  v.  Richmond,  2  Com.  B.  835;  Evans  v.  Eoe,  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  138. 
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sists  of  divers  particulars,  some  of  which  are  within,  and  others 
without,  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  a  verbal  agree- 
ment to  vary  the  latter  part  in  even  some  trifling  particular,  as, 
for  instance,  to  have  one  valuer  instead  of  two,  cannot  be  received 
in  evidence,  though  that  part  of  the  contract  might,  of  itself,  have 
been  good  without  any  writing.' 


§  1146.  In  applying  this  doctrine  to  testamentary  instruments,  i  io48 
care  must  be  taken  to  mark  the  distinction  between  the  revocation 
of  a  will,  and  the  ademption,  or,  rather,  the  payment  by  antici- 
pation, of  a  legacy ;  for  although  a  will  can  be  neither  wholly  nor 
partly  revoked  or  abandoned  by  words,  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  establish  either  a  total  or  a  partial  ademption  of  a  legacy, 
by  which  term  the  law  means,  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
legacy  has  been  aliened  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime.''  Thus, 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  3000Z.  to  his  daughter  for  her 
separate  use  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children,  and  gave  the 
residue  of  his  property  to  his  son,  it  was  held  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Wigram,  in  a  suit  by  the  children  of  the  daughter  against  the  son, 
claiming  to  have  the  legacy  invested  and  secured  for  their  benefit, 
that  the  defendant  might  show  by  extrinsic  parol  evidence  that, 
after  the  date  of  the  will,  the  testator,  at  his  daughter's  request, 
had  paid  her  husband  500i.,  and  had  then  declared  that  this  sum 
was  to  be  considered  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  legacy;  and  that 
he  had  expressed  his  determination  not  to  alter  his  wiU,  having 
been  advised  by  his  solicitor  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  do  so.' 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  evidence  here  admitted  did  not  in  any 
way  revoke  or  alter  the  will,  but  simply  proved  a  transaction, 
whereby  the  daughter  had  in  part  received  her  legacy  by  anticipa- 
tion; and  the  declarations  of  the  testator,  being  contemporaneous 
with  the  advance  of  the  money,  were  rightly  considered  as  part  of 
that  transaction. 


'  Harvey  v.  Grabham,  5  A.  &  E.  61,  74;  6  N.  &  M.  164,  S.  C. 

'  Harrison  11.  Jackson,  L.  B.,  7  Ch.   D.  339,   341,    per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  47  L. 
J.,  Ch.  142,  S.  C. 

"  Kirk  1'.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,   509;    Ferris  v.  Goodbum,  27  L.  J.,  Ch.   574. 
See  Nevinu  Drysdale,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  662. 
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§  1147.  It  is  almost  superfluous  to  observe,  that  the  rule  is  not  |  lots 
infringed  by  proof  of  any  collateral  parol  agreement,  which  does 
not  interfere  with  the  terms  of  the  written  contract,  though  it  may- 
relate  to  the  same  subject-matter.'  For  instance,  the  fact  that  a 
written  demise  of  an  unfinished  house  has  been  duly  signed,  will 
not  preclude  the  tenant  from  proving  that  at  the  time  of  the  demise 
the  landlord  verbally  agreed  with  him  to  put  the  premises  into 
a  habitable  state."  So  where  parties  to  an  indenture  of  charter- 
party  afterwards  agreed  by  parol  to  use  the  ship  for  a  period 
which  was  to  elapse  before  the  charter-party  attached,  it  was  held 
that  this  latter  contract  might  be  enforced  by  action.'  It  would 
even  seem,  that,  if  money  be  received  by  a  party,  under  circum- 
stances raising  an  implied  promise  to  pay  it  to  another,  or  under  an 
express  promise  so  to  do,  and  subsequently  a  deed  be  entered  into 
between  these  parties  in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount  to  be  paid, 
an  action  of  simple  contract  can  be  sustained.*  But  if  a  debt  be 
secured  by  deed,  the  mere  subsequent  statement  of  an  account 
respecting  it  will  not  justify  the  creditor  in  bringing  an  action 
on  an  account  stated,  but  he  must  still  declare  on  the  specialty, 
as  the  striking  of  a  balance  under  these  circumstances  creates  no 
new  liability." 

§  1148.'  Next,  the  rule  does  not  restrict  the  court  to  the^  perusal  ?  1050 
of  a  single  instrument  or  paper;  for,  while  the  controversy  is  be- 
tween the  original  parties,  or  their  representatives,  all  contempo- 
raneous writings  relating  to  the  same  subject-matter,  are  admissible 
in  evidence,  provided  only  that  they  be  of  equal  solemnity  with  the 
principal  document,  and  that  no  oral  testimony  be  required  for  the 
,  purpose  of  connecting  them  therewith.' 


•  See  ante,  ?  1135. 

2  Mann  v.  Nunn,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.  241;  Angell  v.  Duke,  44  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  78. 
^  White  V.  Parkin,  12  East,  578.     See  Seago  v.  Deane,  4  Bing.  459;  Fletcher 
V.  Gillespie,  3  Bing.  635;  Foster  v.  AUanson,  2  T.  R.  479. 

*  Edwards  v.  Bates,  7  M.  &  Gr.  600,  601,  per  Cresswell,  J. 

5  Middleditch  v.  Ellis,  2  Ex.  E.  623.  ^  Gr.  Ev.  §  283,  in  part. 

'  Leeds  v.  Lancashire,  2  Camp.   205;  Hartley  v.  Wilkinson,  4  Camp.  127; 

Stone  V.  Metcalf,   1  Stark.    E.   53;  Bowerhank  i>.   Monteiro,   4  Taunt.   846, 

per  Gibbs,  J.;  Gale  v.  Williamson,  8  M.  &  W.   405;  Brown  v.  Langley,   4 

M.  &  Gr.  466,   470;  Peek  v.  N.   Staffords.  Ey.  Co.,  27  L.  J.,   Q.  B.,  465;  E. 
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§  1149.'  It  may  further  be  remarked,  that  the  rule  is  applied  §  1051 
only  in  suits  between  the  parties  to  the  instrument,  and  their  re- 
presentatives; and  they  alone  are  to  blame  if  the'  writing  contains  • 
what  was  not  intended,  or  omits  what  it  should  have  contained. 
It  cannot  affect  third  persons;  who,  if  it  were  otherwise,  might  be 
prejudiced  by  things  recited  in  the  writings,  contrary  to  the  truth, 
through  the  ignorance,  carelessness,  or  fraud  of  the  parties;  and, 
who,  therefore,  ought  not  to  be  precluded  from  proving  the  truth, 
however  contradictory  it  may  be  to  the  written  statements  of 
others.^  Thus,  in  a  settlement  case,  where  the  value  of  an  estate 
upon  which  the  validity  of  the  settlement  rested  was  in  question, 
evidence  of  a  greater  sum  having  been  paid  for  it  than  was  recited 
in  the  purchase  deed  was  held  admissible.'  So,  in  a  similar  case, 
parol  evidence  has  been  received  to  show  that  lands,  described  in 
a  deed  of  conveyance  as  in  one  parish,  were  in  fact  situated  in 
another.*  So,  also,  to  show  that,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  a 
contract  of  service  in  a  particular  employment,  a  further  agree- 
ment was  made  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  as  a  premium  for  teaching 
the  pauper  the  trade,  whereby  an  apprenticeship  was  intended; 
and  that  the  whole  was  therefore  void  for  want  of  a  stamp,  and  so 
no  settlement  was  gained.^  In  another  pauper  case,  where  an 
unstamped  assignment  ■  of  a  parish  apprentice  stated  that  the  new 
master,  in  consideration  of  3Z.  paid  him  by  the  old  master,  agreed 
to  accept  the  apprentice,  &c.,  parol  evidence  that  the  money  was 
in  fact  paid,  not  by  the  old  master,  but  by  the  parish  ofiScer,  was 
admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  instrument  did  not 
require  a  stamp.  ^ 

§  1150.  Some  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  last  section  seem  to  have  ,  j  1052 
been   determined,  not   only  on  the  ground  that  the   contending 
parties   were  strangers  to  the   deed,  but   on   the  principle   that. 


B.  &  E.  958,  S.  C;  Hunt  v.  Livermore,  5  Pick.  395;  Davlin  v.  Hill,  2  Fairf. 
434;  Couch  v.  Meeker,  2  Conn.  302;  Lees.  Dick,  10  Pet.  482;  Bell  v.  Bruen, 
17  Pet.  161;  ante,  ?  1026. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  §  279,  as  to  first  nine  lines. 

2  R.  V.  Cheadle,  3  B.  &  Ad.  838. 

^  R.  V.  Scammonden,  3T.  R.  474;  R.  v.  Olney,  1  M.  &  Sel.  387;  E.  v.  Cheadle, 
3  B.  &  Ad.  833.  *  R.  v.  Wickham,  3  A.  &  E.  517. 

'  E.  V.  Laindon,  8  T.  R.  379.  «  R.  v.  Llangunnor,  2  B.  &  Ad.  616. 
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though  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  a  written 
agreement,  it  may  be  offered  to  ascertain  an  independent  collateral 
fact  explanatory  of  the  instrument.'  Indeed,  it  appears  that  the 
rule  will  not  be  infringed  by  adducing  extrinsic  evidence  even  to 
contradict  a  deed  or  other  writing,  provided  the  contradiction  be 
confined  to  the  recitals  of  formal  matter,  which  may  well  be  pre- 
sumed not  to  have  been,  stated  with  careful  precision.''  For  in- 
stance, parol  evidence  has,  on  several  occasions,  been  admitted,  to 
contradict  the  recited  date  of  a  deed,  order,  or  other  instrument; 
as  by  proving  that  a  charter-party,  dated  February  the  6th,  con- 
ditioned to  sail  on  or  before  February  the  12th,  was  not  executed 
till  after  the  latter  day,  and  that  therefore  the  condition  was  dis- 
pensed with;'  or  by  shovring,  in  answer  to  an  objection  that  a 
notice  of  appeal  was  given  too  late,  that  the  order,  though  bearing 
date  the  24th  of  June,  was  in  fact  not  signed  by  the  justices 
till  three  days  afterwards.*  In  the  case  of  Eeffell  v.  Reffell,^ 
the  Court  of  Probate  admitted  parol  evidence  to  prove  that  a  will 
bearing  date  the  27th  of  February,  1855,  was  in  fact  executed  in 
1865,  and  had  consequently  revoked  another  will  that  was  made 
in  1858. 

§  1151.  Having  now,  by  a  series  of  negative  propositions,  '§  1053 
pointed  out  the  several  classes  of  cases  to  which  the  rule  under 
consideration  does  not  extend,  it  will  be  expedient  to  advert 
shortly  to  some  of  the  leading  cases,  in  which  the  rule  has  been 
actually  applied,  and  parol  evidence  has  been  rejected.^  The 
reason  and  policy  of  the  rule  will  thus  best  be  seen,  as  well  as 
its  nature  and  extent.  For  example,'  where  a  policy  of  insurance 
was  effected  on  goods  "  in  ship  t)r  ships  from  Surinam  to  London," 
parol  evidence  was  held  inadmissible  to  show,  that  a  particular 
ship,  which  was  lost,  had  been  verbally  excepted  at  the  time  of  the 
contract.^     So,  where   a  policy  described  the  two  termini  of  the 

'  E.  V.  Stoke-upon-Trent,  5  Q.  B.  308,  per  Williams,  J.  See  Summers  v. 
Moorhouse,  L.  E.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  388. 

'  3  St.  Ev.  787,  788;  2  Poth.,  Obi.  181,  182. 

"  Hall  V.  Cazenove,  4  East,  477.  See  Steele  v.  Mart,  4  B.  &  C.  273;  Cooper 
V.  Robinson,  10  M.  &  W.  694. 

*  R.  V.  Flintshire,  3  Dowl.  &  L.  537,  per  "Williams,  J. 

*  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  139;  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  121,  S.  C. 
^  See  Pawkes  v.  Lamb,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  98. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  §  281,  in  part.  ' «  Weston  v.  Emes,  1  Taunt.  115. 
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voyage,  the  insurers  were  not  allowed  to  prove  by  parol  evidence, 
that  the  risk  was  not  to  commence  till  the  vessel  reached  an  in- 
termediate place.'  So,  where  Tihe  instrument  purported  to  be  an 
absolute  engagement  to  pay  on  a  specified  day,  parol  evidence  of  a 
contemporaneous  oral"  agreement,  that  the  payment  should  be 
hastened  or  postponed,'  or  depend  upon  a  contingency,'  or  be  made 
out  of  a  particular  fund,  has  been  rejected;*  and  where  goods  were 
sold  under  a  written  contract,  which  was  silent  as  to  the  time  when 
they  were  to  be  taken  away  and  payment  was  to  be  made,  parol 
evidence  was  held  inadmissible  to  prove,  either  that  the  goods  were 
to  be  removed  by  the  purchaser  immediately,^  or  that  they  were  sold 
on  a  credit  of  six  months.^ 

§  1152.  Again,  where  a  written  agreement  of  partnership  was  §  1053 
unlimited  as  to  the  time  of  commencement,  parol  evidence,  that 
it  was  at  the  same  time  verbally  agreed  that  the  partnership  should 
not  commence  till  a  future  day,  was  held  inadmissible.'  So,  in  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  upon  a  written  memorandum  of  lease 
at  a  certain  rent,  parol  evidence  has  been  rejected  of  a  contempo- 
raneous verbal  agreement  to  pay  a  further  sum,  being  the  ground- 


'  Kaines  v.  Knightly,  Skin.  54;  Leslie  v.  De  la  Torre,  cited  12  East,  583. 

^  Hoare  v.  Graham,  3  Camp.  57;  Spartali  v.  Benecke,  lO^Com.  B.,  212,  as 
explained  by  Williams,  J.,  in  Field  v.  Lelean,  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  170;  6  H.  &  N. 
627,  628,  S.  C;  Besant  v.  Cross,  10  Com.  B.,  895;  Hanson  v.  Stetson,  5  Pick. 
506;  Spring  «.  Lovett,  11  Pick.  417. 

3  Abrey  v.  Crux,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  9;  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  37,  S.  C;  M'Dongall 
■V.  Field,  I.  E.,  6  C.  L.  185;  Eawson  v.  Walker,  1  Stark.  E.  361;  Adams «. 
Wordley,  1  M.  &  W.  374;  Foster  v.  Jolly,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  703;  5  Tyr.  239,  S.  C; 
Free  v.  Hawkins,  8  Taunt.  92;  Woodbridge  ■w.^pooner,  3  B.  &  A.  233;  Scott  v. 
Fairlamb,  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  420;  Moseley  r.  Hanford,  10  B.  &  C.  729;  5  M.  & 
E.  607,  S.  C;  Erwin  v.  Saunders,  1  Cowen,  249;  Hunt «.  Adams,  7  Mass.  518. 
See  Salmon  v.  Webb,  3  H.  of  L.  Cas.  510;  Webb  v.  Salmon,  13  Q.  B.  886, 
894,  S.  C. 

*  Campbell  v.  Hodgson,  Gk)w,  N.  P.  E.  74. 

^  Greaves  v.  Ashlin,  3  Camp.  426,  per  Ld.  Ellenborongh.  See,  also,  Hamor 
V.  Groves,  15  Com.  B.  667. 

«  Ford  V.  Yat«s,  2  M.  &  Gr.  549;  2  Scott,  N.  E.  645,  S.  C.  In  that  case  the 
court  erroneously  assumed,  that  the  memorandum,  which  really  contained  the 
name  of  only  one  of  the  parties,  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Stat,  of  Frauds; 
and  on  such  assumption  the  dedsiom  was  correct.  ,See  Lockett  v.  Nicklin,  2 
Ex.  E.  98—100,  cit«d  ante,  ?  1134. 

'  Dix  V.  Otis,  5  Pick.  38. 
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rent  of  the  premises,  to  the  ground-landlord.'  So,  where  a  ship 
was  particularly  described  in  a  written  contract  of  sale,  parol 
evidence  of  a  further  descriptive  representation,  made  prior  to  the 
sale,  was  held  inadmissible  to  charge  the  vendor,  without  proof  of 
actual  fraud;  all  previous  conversation  being  merged  in  the  written 
contract.^  So,  where  a  deed  conveyed  the  messuage  and  land 
called  Gotton  farm,  consisting  of  particulars  specified  in  a  schedule, 
and  delineated  in  a  map  drawn  thereon,  evidence  that  a  close,  not 
included  in  the  map  and  schedule,  had  always  been  occupied  and 
treated  as  part  of  Gotton  farm,  was  rejected.' 


§  1153.  Where  land  let  for  years  had, — prior  to  the  passing  g  1054 
of  "  the  Apportionment  Act,  1870,"* — been  sold  by  the  lessor,  a 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement,  that  the  current  quarter's  rent 
should  be  apportioned  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser,  was  held 
to  be  inadmissible. °  So,  when  a  promissory  note  was  in  its  terms 
joint,  most  lavyyers,  till  recently,  supposed  that  evidence  could  not 
be  given  that  one  of  the  makers  was  merely  a  surety,  and  that  the 
payee  had  given  time  to  the  principal.^  This  doctrine,  however, 
has  now  been  rejected,  or,  at  least,  held  inapplicable  to  a  case, 
where  a  money-lender  has  made  advances  on  the  security  of  a 
joint  and  several  note,  being  well  aware  at  the  time  that  one  of 
its   makers  was  a  surety.'     In    such  a  case  the  surety,  notwith- 


1  Preston  v.  Merceau,  2  W.  Bl.  1249.  See  The  Isabella,  2  Eob.  Adm.  241; 
White  0.  Wilson,  2  B.  &  P.  116 ;  Eich  v.  Jackson,  4  Br.  C.  C.  514;  Brigham 
V.  Rogers,  17  Mass.  571. 

^  Pickering  v.  Dowson,  4  Tannt.  779.  See,  also,  Stucley  v.  Baily,  31  L. 
J.,  Ex.  483;  1  H.  &  C.  405,  S.  C;  Powell  v.  Edmnnds,  13  East,  6;  Pender 
V.  Fobes,  1  Dev.  &  B.  250;  Wright  v.  Crookes,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  685. 

'  Barton  v.  Dawes,  10  Com.  B.  261 ;  Llewellyn  v.  Ld.  Jersey,  11  M.  &  W. 
183.     Seepost,  U  1224,  1225.  *  33  &  34  V.,  c.  35. 

5  Flinn  v.  Calow,  1  M.  &  Gr.  589. 

«  Abbott  V.  Hendricks,  1  M.  &  Gr.  794,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Manley  v.  Boycot, 
2  E.  &  B.  46  ;  Strong  v.  Foster,  25  L.  J.,  C.  P.  106  ;  17  Com.  B.  201,  S.  C. 
See  Davies  v.  Stainbank,  6  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  679;  Riley  v.  Gerrish,  9  Cush. 
104;  and  Myiick  v.  Daine,  id.  248. 

'  Greenough  v.  M'Clelland,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  15  ;  2  E.  &  E.  424,  S.  C. ; 
Mutual  Loan  Fund  Assoc,  v.  Sndlow,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  108;  5  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
449.  S.  C. ;  Pooley  v.  Harradine,  7  E.  &  B.  431;  Taylor  v.  Burgess,  5  H.  &  N. 
1;  Lawrence  v.  Walmsley,  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.  143  ;  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  799,  S.  C; 
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standing  the  form  of  the  note,  may  plead  as  an  equitable  defence, 
and  prove,  that  he  was  known  by  the  lender  to  be  a  surety  when 
the  note  was  made,  and  that,. without  his  consent,  the  principal 
has  had  time  given  to  him  by  the  lender.'  It  maybe  thought  that 
these  decisions  savour  more  of  substantial  justice  than  of  rigid 
principle;  but,  be  this  as  it  may,  it  seems  clear  that  if  a  party 
signs  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  charter-party,^  or  indeed,  any  written  con- 
tract, in  his  own  name,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  instrument  to  show 
that  he  intends  merely  to  act  on  behalf  of  a  named  principal,^  he  cannot 
avoid  his  personal  liability  by  giving  parol  evidence  that  he  merely 
signed  as  the  agent  of  another,  and  that  the  party  with  whom  he 
contracted  was  aware  of  that  fact;  *  although,  if  the  object  be  on 
the  one  hand  to  charge  with  liability,^  or  on  the  other  to  give  the 
benefit  of  the  contract  to,'  the  unnamed  principal,  such  evidence 
will  be  received;  and  this,  too,  whether  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does 
or  does  not  require  the  agreement  to  be  in  writing.  The  distinction 
between  these  two  cases  is,  that  in  the  former  the  parol  evidence 
would  clearly  contradict  the  written  agreement,  but  in  the  latter  it 
would  have  no  such  effect;  for  without  denying  that  the  agreement 
was  binding  on  the  party  whom  it  purported  to  bind,  the  evidence 
would  merely  go  to  show  that  another  party,  namely  the  principal, 


Bristow  V.  Brown,  13  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  201;  BaOey  v.  Edwards,  34  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  41;  4  B.  &  S.  761,  S.  C. ;  Overend,  Gurney  &  Co.  (Liquid.)  v.  Oriental 
Financial  Corp.  (Liquid.)  7  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  348. 

I  Id. 

''  KoTxgb  V.  Manzanos,  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  398;  L.  R.,  4  Ex.  D.  104,  S.  C. 

'  Gadd  V.  Houghton,  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  71,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  Higgins  V.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  834;  Roy.  Ex.  Ass.  Co.  v.  Moore,  2  New  E. 
63,  per  Q.  B. ;  Sowerby  v.  Butcher,  2  C.  &  M.  371 ;  4  Tyr.  320,  S.  C. ;  Magee 
V.  Atkinson,  2  M.  &  "W.  440;  Jones  v.  Littledale,  6  A.  &  E.  486;  1  N.  &  P. 
677,  S.  C;  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  27;  Hunt  v.  Adams,  7  Mass.  518; 
Shankland  v.  City  of  Washington,  5  Pet.  394;  Lefevre  v.  Lloyd,  5  Taunt.  749; 
1  Marsh.  318,  S.  C.  But  see  Holding  v.  Elliott,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  134;  5  H. 
&  N.  117,  S.  C,  cited  ante,  ?  804.  See,  also,  "Williamson  v.  Barton,  31 L.  J., 
Ex.  170. 

*  Paterson  v.  Gandasequi,  15  East,  62;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  295,  S.  C;  cited 
and  confirmed  in  Higgins  v.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  844,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Calder 
V.  Dobell,  40  L.  J.,  C.  P.  89;  afif.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  id.  224;  6  Law  Rep.,  C.  P. 
486,  S.  C. 

«  Garrett  v.  Handley,  4  B.  &  C.  664;  Bateman  v.  Phillips,  15  East,  272; 
both  cited  and^  confirmed  in  8  M.  &  W.  844,  per  Parke,  B. 
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was  also  bound,   on  the  well-known  doctrine  that  the  act  of  an 
authorised  agent  is,  in  law,  the  act  of  the  principal.' 

§  1154.  Again,  though  a  person  were  to  describe  himself  in  a  ?  1054 
written  contract  as  the  agent  of  an  unnamed  principal,  he  might  be 
shown  to  be  the  real  principal  in  the  event  of  his  being  sued  by  the 
party  with  whom  he  contracted.^  Nay,  in  an  action  brought  by 
himself  against  the  other  contracting  party,  he  might  repudiate  the 
character  of  agent  and  adopt  that  of  principal;  and  on  furnishing 
proof  that  he  entered  into  the  agreement  on  his  own  behalf,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  his  own  name.^  Where,  however, 
an  agent,  who  was  employed  to  enter  into  a  charter-party,  described 
himself  in  the  instrument  as  the  owner  of  the  ship,  it  was  held,  in 
an  action  by  the  principal  on  the  charter-party,  that  the  agent 
could  not  give  parol  evidence  of  his  having  acted  merely  as  agent 
for  the  plaintiff,  since  such  evidence  would  directly  contradict  the 
language  contained  in  the  written  document.* 

§  1155.'  Even  the  subsequent  admission  of  the  party  as  to  ?  1055 
the  true  intent  and  construction  of  the  title-deed  under  which  he 
claims,  cannot  be  received  in  contradiction  of  the  language  therein 
contained.^  Thus,  where  a  deed  purported  to  convey  a  messuage 
in  the  occupation  of  A.,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  it  appeared 
that  A.  had  occupied  a  small  adjoining  garden  with  the  house,  the 
written  conditions  of  sale  excepting  the  garden,  and  the  declarations 
of  the  grantee  that  he  had  not  purchased  it,  were  held  inadmissible 
to  contradict  the  plain  language  of  the  deed,  under  which  the 
garden  had  clearly  passed  as  appurtenant  to  the  messuage.' 

§  1156.  Still  less  will  any  statements  made  by  the  writer  of  the    I  1056 
instrument  be  receivable  in  evidence  with  the  view  of  varying  its 


'  Higgins  V.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  844,  845,  per  Parke,  B. 

^  Carr  v.  Jackson,  7  Ex.  E.  382.  '  Schtoeltz  v.  Avery,  16  Q.  B.  655. 

*  Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  310. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  ?  281,  as  to  the  first  three  lines. 

*  Pain  v.  M'Intier,  1  Mass.   69,  as  explained  in  10  Mass.   461.     See,  also, 
Townsend  v.  Weld,  8  Mass.  146. 

'  Doe  V.  Webster,  12  A.  &  E.  442;  4  P.  &  D.  270,  S.  C. 
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terms.  Thus,  where  a  testator  devised  to  his  eldest  son  his 
residence  with  the  buildings  to  the  same  adjoining,  and  left  to 
his  second  son  all  his  other  real  property,  declarations  made  by 
him,  while  giving  instructions  for  his  will,  were  rejected, — they 
being  tendered  to  show  that  he  intended  some  cottages,  which  it 
was  proved  adjoined  his  residence  at  the  time  when  the  will  was 
made,  to  pass  to  his  second  son.'  Again,  it  is  well  established 
that  where,  in  a  will,  a  complete  blank  is  left  for  the  name  of  a 
legatee  or  devisee,  no  parol  evidence,  however  strong,  will  be 
allowed  to  fill  it  up  as  intended  by  the  testator;  ^  and  the 
principle,  of  course,  is  precisely  the  same,  whether  it  be  the 
person  of  the  devisee,  or  the  estate  or  thing  devised,  which  is  left 
in  blank.' 


§  1157.  The  case  of  Miller  v.  Travers  *  furnishes  an  apt  illus-  j  io57 
tration  of  the  rule  under  discussion.  There  the  testator  devised 
all  his  freehold  and  real  estate  "  in  the  county  of  Limerick,  and 
in  the  city  of  Limerick."  He  had  no  real  estates  in  the  county 
of  Limerick,  but  his  landed  property  consisted  of  estates  in  the 
county  of  Clare,  which  were  not  mentioned  in  the  will,  and  a  small 
estate  in  the  city  of  Limerick,  inadequate  to  meet  the  testamentary 
charges.  Under  these  circumstances  the  court  held,  that  the 
devisee  could  not  be  allowed  to  show  by  parol  evidence,  that  the 
estates  in  the  county  of  Clare  were  inserted  in  the  devise  to  him 
in  the  first  draft  of  the  will,  which  was  sent  to  a  conveyancer 
to  make  certain  alterations  not  affecting  those  estates;  that  by 
mistake^  he  erased  the  words  "county  of  Clare;"  and  that 
the  testator,  after  keeping  the  will  by  him  for  some  time,  executed 
it  without  adverting  to  the  alteration  as  to  that  county.  "  The 
plaintiff,"  said  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in  pronouncing  the  joint 
opinion    of   himself, .  Lord    Lyndhurst,     and    Lord     Chancellor 


'  Doe  V.  Holtom,  4  A.  &  E.  76. 

2  Hunt  V.  Hort,   3  Br.   C.  C.   311;   Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  253,  254,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J. 

' '  Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  254,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;   Taylor  v.  liichardson, 
2  Drew.  16. 

*  8  Bing.  244.     See,  also,  In  re  The  Clergy  Society,  2  Kay  &  J.  615. 

*  See,  also,  Francis  v.  Dichfield,  2  Coop.  531,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke. 
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Brougham,'  "contends  that  he  has  a  right  to  prove  that  the 
testator  intended  to  pass,  not  only  the  estate  in  the  city  of 
Limerick,  but  an  estate  in  a  county  not  named  in  the  will, 
namely,  the  county  of  Clare,  and  that  the  will  is  to  be  read  and 
construed  as  if  the  word  Clare  stood  in  place  of,  or  in  addition 
to,  that  of  Limerick.  But  this,  it  is  manifest,  is  not  merely  calling 
in  the  aid  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  apply  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  will  itself,  to  the  existing  state  of 
his  property;  it  is  calling  in  extrinsic  evidence  to  introduce  into 
the  will  an  intention  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  will.  It  is 
not  simply  removing  a  difiBculty,  arising  from  a  defective  or  mis- 
taken description;  it  is  making  the  will  speak  upon  a  subject  on 
which  it  is  altogether  silent,  and  is  the  same  in  effect  as  the  filling 
up  a  blank  which  the  testator  might  have  left  in  his  will.  It 
amounts,  in  short,  by  the  admission  of  parol  evidence,  to  the 
making  of  a  new  devise  for  the  testator,  which  he  is  supposed  to 
have  omitted."  ^ 


§  1158.  The  language  of  Chief  Justice  Tindal  just  cited  leads  |  1058 
naturally  to  the  consideration  of  another  rule,  which  is  this; 
namely,  that,  although  extrinsic  parol  evidence,  contradicting, 
varying,  adding  to,  or  subtracting  from,  the  contents  of  a  valid 
written  instrument,  is  inadmissible;  first,  because  the  parties  to 
the  instrument  must  be  presumed  to  have  committed  to  writing 
all  which  they  deemed  necessary  to  give  full  expression  to  their 
meaning;  and  secondly,  because  of  the  mischiefs  which  would 
result,  if  verbal  testimony  were  in  such  cases  received;  still,  parol 
evidence  may  in  all  cases  of  doubt  he  adduced,  to  explain  the  written  , 

instrument;  or,  in  other  words,  to  enable  the  court  to  discover  the 
meaning  of  the  terms  employed,  and  to  apply  them  to  the  facts.^ 
Now,  the  dmtbt  here  adverted  to  may  arise  from  one  or  both  of  the 
two  following  causes;  either  the  language  of  the  instrument  may 
be  unintelligible  to  the  court,  or,  at  least,  be  susceptible  of  two  or 
mare  meanings ;  or  the  persons  or  things  mentioned  may  require 


'  Lord  Lyndhtirst,  C.  B.,  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  had  been  summoned  to  assist 
the  Ld.  Chan,  in  this  case.  ^  8  Bing.  249,  250. 

'  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  555,  per  Parke,  B. 
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to  be  identified.^     The  rule,  therefore,  embraces  two  descriptions  of 
evidence. 


§  1159.^  And  first,  if  the  characters,  in  which  the  instrnment  ?  1059 
is  written;  are  in  short-hand,^ — or  are  otherwise  difficult  to  be 
deciphered, — or  if  the  language,  whether  as  being  foreign,  obsolete, 
technical,  local,  or  provincial,  is  either  not  understood  by  the 
court,  or  is  capable  of  bearing  two  or  more  interpretations, — the 
testimony  of  persons  skilled  in  deciphering  writings,  or  who 
understand  the  language  in  which  the  instrument  is  written,  or 
the  ancient,  technical,  local,  or  provincial  meaning  of  the  terms 
employed,  is  admissible,  to  interpret  the  characters,  or  to  trans- 
late the  instrument,  or  to  testify  to  the  proper  meaning  of  particular 
expressions.*  The  first  branch  of  this  rule  has  been  acted  upon  in 
several  cases,  where  wills,  written  in  a  scarcely  legible  hand,  have 
been  interpreted  by  Courts  of  Equity,  with  the  assistance  of 
persons  skilled  in  writing.^  The  practice  of  proving  translations 
of  foreign  documents  is  so  notorious  as  to  require  no  authority  to 
support  it ;  while  the  remainder  of  the  rule  is  established  beyond 
dispute  by  an  absolute  cloud  of  decisions.  ' 

§  1160.  Before  adverting  more  particularly  to  these  decisions,  it  ?  10^" 
may  be  well  to  observe,  that  in  cases  of  this  nature  the  testimony 
resorted  to  consists  for  the  most  part  of  evidence  of  usage ;  that  is, 
witnesses  conversant  with  the  business,  trade,  or  locality  to  which 
the  document  relates,  are  called  to  testify  that,  according  to  the 
recognised  practice  and  usage  of  such  business,  trade,  or  locality, 
certain  expressions  contained  in  the  writing  have  in  similar  docu- 
ments a  particular  conventional  meaning.  The  jury  are  then  asked 
to  presume  that  the  parties,  who  employed  these  expressions,  in- 
tended to  use  them,  and  did  use  them,  in  the  conventional  sense  as 


1  9  CI.  &  Fin.  555,  556,  per  Parke,  B. ;  566,  567,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  ?  280,  in  part. 

'  See  Kell  v.  Charmer,  23  Beav.  195,  cited  post,  ?  1196. 

«  9  CI.  &  Pin.  555,  556,  per  Parke,  B. ;    566,   567,  per  Tindal,   C.  J. ;  Wigr. 
Wills,  61. 

5  Goblet  D.  Beechey,   3  Sim.  24;   "Wigr.  Wills,   187,  196,    S.    C;  Masters  r. 
Masters,  1  P.  Wm^.  425;  Norman  v.  Morrell,  4  Ves.  769. 
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explained  by  the  witnesses.'  The  term  "usage,"  as  here  inter- 
preted, should  be  distinctly  understood,  because  it  will  presently  be 
seen,^  that  the  same  word  is  frequently  used  by  lawyers  to  denote  a 
species  of  evidence,  which  is  often  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining ancient  ambiguous  grants,  and  which  consists  in  the  proof 
of  the  contemporaneous  acts  of  the  grantors  or  grantees,  in  relation 
to  the  property  conveyed. 


§  1161.  In  resorting  to  evidence  of  usage  for  the  meaning  of  par-  §  1061 
tioular  words  in  a  written  instrument,  no  distinction  exists  between 
such  words  as  are  purely  local  or  technical;' — that  is,  words  which 
are  not  of  universal  use,  but  are  familiarly  known  and  employed, 
either  in  a  particular  district,  or  in  a  particular  science  or  trade, 
or  by  a  particular  class  of  persons; — and  words  which  have  two  mean- 
ings, the  one  common  and  universal,  the  other  technical,  peculiar, 
or  local.  In  either  case,  extrinsic  evidence  of  usage  will  alike  be 
admissible  to  define  and  explain  the  technical,  peculiar,  or  local 
meaning  of  the  language  employed;  though  in  the  latter  case,  it 
wiU  also  be  necessary  to  prove  such  additional  circumstances,  as  will 
raise  a  presumption  that  the  parties  intended  to  use  the  words  in 
what  logicians  call  their  second  intention,  unless  this  fact  can  be 
inferred  from  reading  the  instrument  itself.  Thus,  where  the 
founder  of  a  charity  in  the  early  part  of  the  eighteenth  century  had, 
in  the  deed  of  grant,  described  the  objects  of  her  munificence  as 
"  Godly  preachers  of  Christ's  Holy  Gospel,"  and  it  became  neces- 
sary to  determine  a  few  years  ago  what  persons  were  entitled  to  the 
charity, — extrinsic  evidence  was  admitted  to  show,  that  at  that 
period  of  history  a  religious  sect  existed,  who  applied  this  particular 
phraseology,  capable  though  it  seemed  at  first  sight  of  a  far  wider 
interpretation,  to  Protestant  Trinitarian  Dissenters,  and  that  the 
founder  was  herself  a  member  of  such  sect.^ 


'  See  ante,  ?  181. 

2  Post,  ?§  1204,  1205. 

'  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  355,  580,  per  Ld.  Cottenham.  See,  also, 
Att.-Gen.  v.  Drummond,  1  Dru.  &  War.  353;  Drummond  v.  Att.-Gen.,  2 
H.  of  L.  Cas.  837,  857,  S.  C,  on  appeal;  and  7  &  8  V.,  c.  45,  noticed 
ante,  §  75. 
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§  1162.'  So  the  words,  "inhabitant,"^ — "level,"'  as  understood  |  losa 
by  miners, — "  thousand,"  *  as  locally  applied  to  rabbits  on  a  warren, 
^"  weeks,"  as  used  in  a  theatrical  contract,^ — "  months,"  as 
meaning  calendar  months  in  a  charter-party,' — -"  days,"  as  meaning 
working  days  in  a  biU  of  lading,' — "  fur," ' — "  corn,"  ' — "  pig- 
iron," '" — "salt,"" — "freight,"'^ — and*  many  other  expressions,'^ 
which  prima  facie  presented  no  ambiguity,  have  been  interpreted 
by  extrinsic  evidence  of  usage;  and  their  peculiar  meaning,  when 
found  in  connexion  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  transaction,  has 
been  fixed,  by  parol  testimony  of  the  sense  in  which  they  were 
usually  received,  when  employed  in  oases  similar  to  that  under  in- 
vestigation." So,  the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  "duly  honoured," 
when  applied  to  a  bill  of  exchange,'^ — of  the  words  "  arrived  in 
dock,"'*  and  "in  turn  to  deliver,""  respectively  contained  in  a 
charter-party, — and  of  the  expression,  "  in  the  month  of  October," 
as  fixing  the  part  of  the  month,  within  which  a  vessel  was  to  sail,'* 

^  6r.  Ev.  §  280,  in  part. 

^  R.  v.  Mashiter,  6  A.  &  E.  153;  R.  v.  Davie,  id.  386. 

'  Clayton  v.  Gregson,  5  A.  &  E.  302. 

*  Smith  v.,  Wilson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  728;  recognised  by  Williams,  J.,  in  Shore  v. 
Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  543. 

=  Grant  i-.  Maddox,  15  M.  &  W.  737.     See  Myers  v.  Sari,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  9; 
3  E.  &  E.  306,  S.  C. 

*  Jolly  V.  Young,  1  Esp.   186;  recognised  in  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q. 
B.  32. 

'  Cochran  v.  Eetherg,  3  Esq.  121. 

"  Astor  V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  7  Cowen,  202. 

'  Mason  v.  Skurray,  and  Moody  n.  Surridge,  Park,  Ins.  245;  Scott  v.  Bonr- 
dillion,  2  N.  R.  213. 

"  Mackenzie  v.   Dunlop,   3  Macq.   Sc.  Cas.,  H.   of  L.  26,  per  Ld.  Cran- 
worth,  C. 

"  Journn  v.  Bonrdien,  Park,  Ins.  245. 

"  Peisoh  V.  Dickson,  1  Mason,  11,  12;  Gibbon  «.  Young,  2  Moore,  224;  Lewis 
V.  Marshall,  7  M.  &  Gr.  729,  743,  744;  8  Scott,  N.  R.  477,  S.  C. 

'^  See  Symonds  v.  Lloyd,  6  Com.  B.,  N.  S.   691,  where  the  rule  appears  to 
have  been  strained  to  its  utmost  limit. 

"  See  Lewis  v.  Marshall,  7  M.  &  Gr.  729,  738,  and  eases  there  collected. 

'*  Lucas  V.  Groning,  7  Taunt.  164. 

"  The  Steamship  Co.  Norden  ti.  Dempsey,  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  764. 

"  Robertson  v.  Jackson,   2  Com.   B.   412;  Leidemann  u  Schultz,  14  Com. 
B.  38. 

,    '8  Chaurand  v.  Angerstein,  Pea.  E.  43.     See,  also,  Robertson  v.  Jackson,  3 
Com.  B.  412;  U.  S.  v.  Breed,  1  Sumn.  159. 
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— has  been  ascertained  by  parol  evidence  of  mercantile  nsage.  So, 
where  a  ship  was  warranted  "  to  depart  with  convoy,"  extrinsic  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  at  what  place  convoy  for  such  a  voyage 
as  the  one  then  contemplated  was  usually  taken;  and  to  that  place 
the  parties  were  presumed  to  refer.'  So,  also,  the  responsibility  of 
an  underwriter  for  "  general  average  "  under  an  ordinary  policy  of 
insurance  on  a  ship  and  cargo,  may  be  limited  by  a  custom  of  trade, 
so  as  not  to  extend  to  the  jettison  of  goods  which  have  been  stowed 
on  deck.^  So  parol  evidence  has  been  admitted  to  show  that  the 
term  "  weekly  accounts  "  in  a  building  contract  has,  by  the  usage 
of  trade,  a  technical  signification,  and  means  accounts  of  day-work 
only,  exclusive  of  work  which  is  capable  of  being  measured.' 


§  1163.  Again,  where  one  of  the  subjects  bf  a  charter-party  was  |  1062 
"cotton  in  bales,"  oral  evidence  of  the  mercantile  meaning  of  this 
term  was  received;*  and  it  has  been  proved  by  similar  testimony, 
that  the  words,  "expected  to  arrive  about  November  next,"  when 
used  in  a  bought-note,  created  no  contract  as  to  time,  but  were  a 
mere  representation.*  So,  parol  evidence  has  been  admitted  to 
show,  that,  by  usage  in  the  hop  trade,  a  sale  of  "ten  pockets  of 
Kent  hops  at  51."  means  5?.  per  cwt.°  So,  where  goods  having 
been  sent  to  a  London  packer  to  prepare  for  exportation,  he  acknow- 
ledged their  receipt  "  on  account  of  the  vendor  for  the  vendee," 
evidence  of  usage  was  admitted  to  prove,  that,  when  packers  signed 
receipts  in  this  form,  it  was  their  duty  not  to  part  with  the  goods 
without  the  vendor's  further  orders.'  So,  also,  where  an  Irish  corn- 
merchant  had  sent  written  instructions  to  his  del  credere  agent  in 


'  Lethulier's  case,  2  Salk.  443 ;  recognised  by  Williams,  J.,  in  Shore  v. 
"Wilson,  9  Ca.  &  Fin.  543. 

2  Miller  v.  Tetherington,  6  H.  &  N.  278;  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  217,  S.  C;  7  H. 
&  N.  954,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.  See  Kidston  v.  The  Empire  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  35 
L.  J.,  C.  P.  250 ;  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  535  ;  1  H.  &  E.  433,  S.  C;  2  Law  Eep., 
C.  P.  357,  S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch. 

s  Myers  v.  Sari,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  9  ;  3E.  &  E.  306,  S.  C. 

*  Taylor  v.  Briggs,  2  C,  &  P.  525 ;  Gk)rrissen  v.  Perrin,  27  L.  J.,  C.  P.  29  ; 
2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  681,  S.  C. 

*  Bold  V.  Eayner,  1  M.  &  W.  343  ;  Tyi.  &  Gr.  820,  S.  C. 
«  Spicer  v.  Cooper,  1  Q.  B.  424  ;  1  G.  &  D.  52,  S.  C. 

'  Bowman  v.  Horsey,  2  M.  &  Bob.  85,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
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London,  to  sell  some  oats  "  on  his  account,"  parol  evidence  was 
held  admissible  on  the  agent's  part,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that, 
by  the  custom  of  the  London  com  trade,  he  was  warranted  under 
these  instructions  in  selling  in  his  own  name.' 


§  1164.  The  reports  contain  many  cases,  where  the  language  of  1063 
policies  has  been  explained  by  evidence  of  the  understood  practice 
of  making  voyages  in  particular  branches  of  trade.^  For  instance, 
though,  according  to  the  general  import  of  the  words  "  at  and 
from,"  a  policy  would  attach  upon  the  ship's  first  mooring  in  a  har- 
bour on  the  coast;  yet,  where  these  expressions  were  employed  in 
a  Newfoundland  policy,  they  were  explained  by  evidence  of  usage  to 
mean,  that  the  risk  should  not  commence  till  the  expiration  of  the 
fishing,  technically  called  "banking,"  or  of  an  intermediate  voyage.' 
In  all  eases  of  this  kind,  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  assured  or  his 
broker  to  communicate  the  usage  to  the  underwriter,  because,  as 
Lord  Mansfield  has  observed,  "  every  underwriter  is  presumed  to 
be  acquainted  with  the  practice  of  the  trade  he  insures;  and  if  he 
does  not  know  it,  he  ought  to  inform  himself."  *  • 


§  1165.  But,  though  evidence  of  usage  may  be  admissible  to 
explain  what  is  doubtful,  it  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  or  vary 
what  is  plain ;  ^  and  therefore,  if  the  words  employed  in  a  written 
instrument  have  a  known  legal  meaning,  parol  evidence  that  the 
parties  intended  to  use  them  in  some  different,  though  popular, 
sense,  will  be  rejected;  unless  the  words,  if  interpreted  according  to 
their  strict  legal  acceptation,  be  wholly  insensible  with  reference, 


'  Johnston  v.  Usborne,  11  A.  &  E.  549. 

'  See  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  600  ;  and  Milward  r.  Hibbert,  3  Q.  B. 
135,  137. 

'  Vallance  v.  Dewar,  1  Camp.  503,  508,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough  ;  Ougier  v. 
Jennings,  id.  505,  506,  n.,  per  Ld.  Eldon ;  Kingston!).  Knibbs,  id.  108,  per 
Ld.  Ellenborough. 

*  Noble  V.  Kennoway,  2  Doug.  513  ;  cases  cit«d  in  last"  note  ;  Da  Costa  v. 
Edmunds,  4  Camp.  143,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 

»  Blaokett  v.  Eoy.  Ex.  Ass.  Co.,  2  C.  &  J.  249,  250,  per  Ld.  Lyndhuist ; 
Crofts  V.  Marshall,  7  C.  &  P.  597,  607,  per  Ld.  Denman.  See,  also,  Phillips 
V.  Briard,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  233  ;  1  H.  &  N.  21,  S.  C;  Abbott  v.  Bates,  45  L.  J., 
C.  P.  117. 
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either  to  the  context,  or  to  the  extrinsic  facts.'  Thus,  if  a  word 
denoting  weight,  measure,  or  number,  has  had  a  definite  meaning 
attached  to  it  by  the  Legislature,  any  party  using  that  word  in  a 
written  contract,  or  a  will,  will  be  conclusively  presumed  to  have 
used  it  in  such  sense,  unless  the  contrary  clearly  appears  from  some 
part  of  the  writing  itself.^  It  seems,  too,  that,  since  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment passed  for  altering  the  style,  the  words.  Lady  Day  and  Michael- 
mas, if  used  in  a  lease,  have  respectively  been  presumed  to  mean  the 
25th  of  March  and  the  29th  of  September;  and  no  parol  evidence 
of  the  custom  of  the  country  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  parties 
used  these  words  with  reference  to  the  old  style.'  In.  several  cases, 
however,  of  parol  demises,  such  evidence  has  been  received;  *  but 
whether  the  distinction  hitherto  drawn  between  a  letting  by  deed, 
and  a  letting  by  parol,  would  now  be  sustained,  may  admit  of  a 
serious  doubt. 


§  1166.'  On  a  warranty  of  prime  singed  bacon,  evidence  of  a  §  1065 
practice  in  the  trade  to  receive  bacon  slightly  tainted  as  prime 
singed,  has  been  rejected.*  So,  where  a  policy  was  made  in  the 
usual  form,  upon  the  ship,  her  tackle,  apparel,  boats,  &c.,  evidence 
of  usage,  that  the  underwriters  never  pay  for  the  loss  of  boats 
slung  upon  the  quarter,  outside  of  the  ship,  was  held  inadmissible.' 
So,  parol  evidence  has  been  rejected,  when  tendered  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  that  the  words  "  glass  ware  in  casks,"  contained  in  the 
memorandum  of  excepted  articles  in  a  fire  policy,  meant,  according 
to  the  understanding  of  insurers  and  insured,  such  ware  in  open 

'  Wigr.,  Wills,  11,  12,  cited  ante,  |  1131,  n.  4. 

'  Smith  V.  "Wilson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  731—734,  per  Ld.  Tenterden,  and  Parke,  J. ; 
O'Donnell  v.  O'Donnell,  1  L.  E.,  Ir.  2S4,  per  V.-C;  afif.  onapp.,  13  L.  E., 
Ir.  226;  Hockin  v.  Cooke,  4  T.  E.,  314;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Cart  Plate  Glass  Co. ,  1 
Anstr.  39;  Noble  v.  Duiell,  3  T.  E.  271;  Sleght  d.  Ehinelander,  1  Johns.  192; 
Frith  V.  Barker,  2  Johns.  335;  Stoever  v.  Whitman,  6  Binn.  417;  Henry  v. 
Risk,  1  Ball.  465.  '  Doe  v.  Lea,  11  East,  312. 

*  Doe  V.  Benson,  4  B.  &  A.  588;  Furley  v.  Wood,  1  Esp.  198,  per  Ld. 
Kenyon.  *  Gr.  Ev.  §  292,  in  part. 

^  Yates  V.  Pym,  6  Taunt.  446.  See,  also,  Malcomson  v.  Morton,  11  Ir.  Law 
E.  230. 

'  Blackett  v.  Eoy.  Ex.  Ass.  Co.,  2  C.  &  J.  244.  See  Hall  v.  Janson,  4E.  &B. 
500.  But  see,  also,  Miller  v.  Tetherington,  6  H.  &  N.  278;  7  H.  &  N.  954, 
S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  and  Myers  v.  Sari,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  9;  3  E.  &  E.  306,  S.  C, 
both  cited  ante,  |  1162. 
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casks  only.'  So,  where  a  bill  of  lading  contained  the  usual  clanse, 
"  the  dangers  of  the  sea  only  excepted,"  the  court  held,  that  the 
shipowners  could  not  rely  on  an  established  custom  in  the  trade, 
that  persons  in  their  position  should  only  be  liable  for  damages 
occasioned  by  their  own  neglect,  provided  they  saw  the  merchandise 
properly  secured  and  stowed.''  So,  also,  where  some  linseed  was 
bought  to  be  delivered  at  Hull,  and  "  fourteen  days  to  be  allowed 
for  its  delivery  from  the  time  of  the  ship's  being  ready  to  dis- 
charge," evidence  to  show  that  this  stipulation  was  intended  by  the 
parties  for  the  benefit,  not  of  the  seller,  but  of  the  buyer,  who  had 
the  option  of  accepting  the  seed  during  any  portion  of  the  fourteen 
days,  has  been  rejected.' 


§  1167.  Where  goods  had  been  sold  through  a  London  broker  S  1066 
under  a  written  contract,  which  stipulated  that  payment  should  be 
made  by  bills,  Lord  Ellenborough  rejected  evidence  of  a  custom, 
that  bills  meant  approved  bills,  and  that  the  vendor  had  the  option 
of  rejecting  any  bill  of  which  he  disapproved;*  and,  although  the 
same  learned  judge,  in  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  case,  admitted 
evidence  of  a  usage  of  trade,  which  reserved  to  vendors,  selling 
through  brokers  in  the  maimer  above  stated,  the  power  of  annulling 
the  contract  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser had  been  communicated  to  them, — serious  doubts  may  be 
entertained  whether  he  was  right  in  so  doing;  and  whether  the 
custom,  thus  allowed  to  be  proved,  was  so  incidental  to  the  contract, 
as,  in  the  absence  of  express  words,  to  be  incorporated  in  it.^ 

§  1168.  Parol  evidence  of  usage  or  custom  is  not    confined  to   ^  io67 
cases  where  the  written    instrument  is  expressed    in  ambiguous 
technical  language;  for*  it  is  certainly  sometimes   admissible    "to 


^  Bend  v.  Georgia  Ins.  Ck).,  Sup.  Ct.,  N.  York,  1842;  cited  in  Gr.  Ev.  ?  292. 
^  The  Schooner  Eeeside,  2  Sumn.  567. 
^  Sotilichos  V.  Kemp,  3  Ex.  E.  105. 

*  Hodgson  V.  Davies,  2  Camp.  532,  approved  of  by  Ld.  Denman  in  Trneman 
V.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  599. 

*  Hodgson  V.  Davies,  2  Camp.  531,  questioned  by  Ld.  Denman  in  Trueman 
V.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  599. 

"  Gr.  Ev.  §  294,  as  to  four  lines. 
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annex  incidents,"  as  it  is  termed, — thatj^is,  to  show  what  things  are 
customarily  treated  as  incidental  and  accessorial  to  the  principal 
thing,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  contract,  or  to  which  the  instru- 
ment relates.  For  instance,  though  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promis- 
sory note  is  silent  as  to  any  days  of  grace,'  parol  evidence  of  the 
known  and  established  usage  of  the  country  or  place  where  the  bill 
or  note  is  payable,  is  admissible  to  show  on  what  day  the  grace  ex- 
pired.^    So,  it  may  be  proved  by  parol,  that  it  is  the  custom  in 


'  The  time  is  surely  come  for  abolishing  this 
'  incident. ' '     See  next  note,  head  ' '  England. ' ' 


useless    and   inconvenient 


^  Eenner  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  9  Wheat.  581,  where  the  decisions  on  this 
point  are  reviewed  by  Thompson,  J.  The  following  table,  copied  from  Mr. 
Chitty's  large  work  on  Bills,  374 — 376,  may  be  found  of  practical  use;  though 
too  much  reliance  should  not  be  placed  on  its  entire  accuracy: — 


Altona 


Sundays  and  holidays  included,  and  bills  fall- 
ing due  on  a  Sunday  or  holiday  must  be  paid, 
or  in  default  thereof  protested,  on  the  day 
previous  . 


America 
Amsterdam 
A  ntwerp 
Berlin  . 


Abolished  since  the  Code  Napoleon  . 
Abolished  by  the  Code  Napoleon  . 
When  bills  do   not  fall   due  on  a  Sunday  or 
holiday,  in  which  case  they  must  be  paid  or 
protested  the  day  previous 
Brasil  .  Eio  de  Janeiro,  Bahia,  including  Sundays,  &c. , 

as  in  the  last  case     . 
England,  Scotland,  Wales,  and  Ireland 

But  bills  and  notes,  which  are  expressed  to  be 
payable  on  demand,  or  at  sight,  or  on  pre- 
sentation, or  in  which  no  time  for  payment 
is  expressed,  are  not  entitled  to  any  days  of 
grace,  45  &  46  T.,  c.  61,  U  10,  14. 

France Abolished  by  the   Code  Napoleon,  Li\Te  i., 

tit.  8,  ?  5,  pi.  135;  IPardess.  189.  Ten  days 
were  formerly  allowed;  Poth.  pi.  14,  15  . 
Except  on  bills  drawn  at  sight,  Sundays  and 

holidays  not  included  . 
Abolished  by  the  Code  Napoleon  .    . 
Same  as  Altona     ...  ■    •    ■, 


12  days. 

3  days. 

none. 


3  days. 

15  days. 
3  days* 


Frankfort-on-fhe-  ' 
3{aine.         .   ■ 
■Grnon    . 

Hamburg  .        .    . 
Ireland    .    . 
Leghorn   .    :    .    . 
Lisbon  and  Oporto 


4  days. 

none. 

12  days. 

3  days. 

none. 


Naples  . 
Palermo 


15  days  on  local,  and  6  on  foreign  bills;  but  if 
not  previously  accepted,  must  be  paid  on  the 

days  they  fall  due 6  days,  or  15  days. 

.  Abolished  by  the  Code  Napoleon none. 

;  .    .    .  none. 


«  45  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  i  14. 
11  LAW  or  EViD.— V.  III.  (3863) 
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particular  trades,  under  general  contracts  of  hiring  and  service,  for 
the  contracts  to  be  defeasible  on  giving  a  month's  notice  on  either 
side,'  or  for  the  persons  employed  to  have  certain  holidays  in  the 
year,  and  the  Sundays  to  themselves.^  So,  it  may  be  shown  by 
parol,  that  a  heriot  is  due  by  custom  on  the  death  of  a  tenant  for 


Petershurgh 


Bio  de  Janerio, 
Bahia,  and  other 
parts  of  Brazil 

Botterdam 

Scotland 

Spain 


Bills  drawn  after  date  are  entitled  to  10  days' 
grace,  those  drawn  at  sight  to  only  3  days, 
and  those  at  any  number  of  days  after  sight, 
none  whatever.  But  bills  received  and  pre- 
sented after  they  are  due,  are  nevertheless 
entitled  to  10  days'  grace.  In  these  days  of 
grace  are  included  Sundays  and  holidays,  as 
also  the  day  when  the  bill  falls  due,  on  which 
days  they  cannot  be  protested  for  non-pay- 
ment, but  on  the  morning  of  the  last  day  of 
grace  payment  must  be  demanded,  and  if  not 
complied  with,  the  bill  must  be  protested 
before  sunset ....  10  days,  3,  &e. 

'  Days  of  grace  on  foreign  bills  are  15,  including 
holidays  and  Sundays,  and  if  due  on  any 
siichday,  must  be  paid,  or  in  default  thereof 
protested,  on  the  previous  day.     .    .  15  days. 
.  Abolished  by  the  Code  Napoleon  none. 
.              .    .                  3  days. 


Trieste  . 


Venice  . 


Vary  in  different  parts  of  Spain,  generally  14 
days  on  foreign,  and  8  on  inland  bills;  at 
Cadiz  only  6  days'  grace.  When  bills  are 
drawn  at  a  certain  date,  fixed  or  precise,  no 
days  of  grace  are  allowed.  Bills  drawn  at 
sight  are  not  entitled  to  any  days  of  grace; 
nor  any  bills,  unless  accepted  prior  to  ma- 
turity   .    .  ....  .14  days,  but  vary. 

3  days  on  bills  drawn  after  date,  or  any  term 
after  sight  not  less  than  7  days,  or  payable 
on  a  particular  day;  but  bills  presented  after 
maturity  must  be  paid  within  24  hours. 
Sundays  and  holidays  are  included  in  the 
days  of  grace,  and  if  the  last  day  of  grace 
fall  on  such  a  day,  payment  must  be  made, 
or  the  bill  protested,  on  the  first  following 
open  day 3  days. 

6  days,  in  which  Sundays,  holidays,  and  the 
days  when  the  bank  is  shut,  are  not  included 

Same  as  Trieste  


Vienna  .       .    . 

Wales : 

'  Parker  v.  Ibbetson,  4  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  348, 
^  E.  V.  Stoke-upon-Trent,  5  Q.  B.  303. 
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3  days. 
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life,  though  it  be  not  expressed  in  the  lease.'  So,  a  lessee  by  deed 
may  show,  that,  by  the  custom  of  the  country,  he  is  entitled  to  an 
away-going  crop,  though  no  such  right  be  reserved  in  the  deed.^ 
So,  a  publican,  holding  premises  under  a  written  agreement,  which 
reserved  a  weekly  rent,  but  was  otherwise  silent  as  to  the  period  of 
the  tenancy,  has  been  allowed  in  Ireland  to  prove  a  custom  among 
licensed  victuallers,  according  to  which  a  tenant  paying  in  advance 
the  yearly  victualler's  license,  is  deemed  to  have  a  yearly  tenure, 
though  the  rent  be  payable  weekly.' 


§  1169.  Again,  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  tobacco,  evidence  will  i  1067 
be  admissible  to  show,  that,  by  the  usage  of  the  trade,  all  sales  of 
tobacco  are  by  sample,  although  this  term  be  not  expressed  in  the 
bought  and  sold  notes.*  In  another  case,  where  a  quantity  of  lin- 
seed oil  -had  been  sold  through  London  brokers  by  bought  and  sold 
notes,  and  the  name  of  the  purchaser  was  not  disclosed  in  the 
bought  note,  evidence  was  received  of  a  usage  of  trade  in  the  City, 
by  which  every  buying  broker,  who  did  not,  at  the  date  of  the 
bargain,  name  his  principal,  rendered  himself  liable  to  be  treated  by 
the  vendor  as  the  purchaser.'  So,  where  a  person  had  contracted 
in  the  body  of  a  charter-party  "  as  agent,"  evidence  was  admitted 
to  show  a  custom  that  he  should  be  personally  liable,  if  he  did 
not  disclose  the  name  of  his  principal  within  a  reasonable  time.' 


'  White  V.  Sayer,  Palm.  211. 

^  Wiggles  worth?).  Dallison,  1  Doug.  201;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  520;  and  1  Bligh, 
287,  S.  C;  Senior  t).  Armitage,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  197,  explained  by  Parke,  B., 
in  1  M.  &  W.  476;  Button  ?).  Warren,  1  M.  &  W.  466;  Tyr.  &  Gr.  646,  S.  C. 
See  In  re  Estate  of  M.  of  Waterford,  I.  R.,  5  Eq.  434. 

'  Lundy  v.  Eeilly,  30  Law  Times,  223,  in  Ir.  Ex. 

*  Syers  v.  Jonas,  2  Ex.  E.  Ill;  O'Neill  v.  Bell,  I.  E.,  2  C.  L.  68.  See, 
also.  Brown  v.  Byrne,  3  E.  &  B.  703;  Cuthbert  v.  Gumming,  10  Ex.  E.  809; 
afif.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  11  Ex.  E.  405;  Lucas  v.  Bristow,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  364;  E.  B. 
&  E.  907,  S.  C. 

=  Humfrey  v.  Dale,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  137;  7  E.  &  B.  266,  S.  C;  Dale  v. 
Humfrey,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  390;  E.  B.  &  E.  1004,  ^.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch.;  Imperial 
Bk.  V.  Lond.  &St.  Katharine's  Dock  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  335,  337,  per  Jessel, 
M.  R.;  Fleet  v.  Murton,  41  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  49;  7  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  126,  S.  C.  See 
Southwell  V.  Bowditch,  L.  E.,  1  C.  P.  D.  100;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  630,  S.  C,  per 
Ct.  of  App. 

«  Hutchinson  v.  Tathafh,  42  L.  J.,  C.  P.  260;  8  Law  Eep.,   C.  P.  482,  S.  C. 
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So,  where  some  mining  shares  had  been  sold  upon  the  terms  that 
they  should  be  paid  for  "  half  in  two,  and  half  in  four  months,"  but 
the  contract  was  silent  as  to  the  time  of  their  delivery,  the  court,  in 
an  action  against  the  purchaser  for  not  accepting  and  paying  for 
the  shares,  admitted  evidence  of  a  usage  among  brokers,  that  on 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  mining  shares,  the  vendor  was  not  bound 
to  deliver  them  without  contemporaneous  payment.'  So,  where  a 
horse  had  been  sold  by  private  contract  at  a  repository,  with,  a 
written  warranty  of  soundness,  and  the  purchaser  afterwards  brought 
an  action  against  the  seller,  the  horse  turning  out  to  be  unsound, 
the  defendant  was  permitted  to  show  that,  by  one  of  the  printed 
regulations  hung  up  in  the  repository,  warranties  were  only  to  re- 
main in  force  till  twelve  o'clock  on  the  day  after  the  sale;  and  then, 
upon  further  proof,  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  this  regulation, 
and  yet  made  no  complaint  within  the  specified  time,  a  nonsuit  was 
directed  to  be  entered.^ 

§  1170.  This  rule  of  annexing  incidents  by  parol,  which,  time 
out  of  mind,  has  been  adopted  in  explanation  of  mercantile  pro- 
ceedings, and  is  now  generally  applied  to  contracts  respecting  any 
transaction  wherein  known  usages  have  prevailed,  rests  on  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  parties  did  not  intend  to  express  in  writing  the 
whole  of  the  agreement  by  which  they  were  to  be  bound,  but  only 
to  make  their  contract  with  reference  to  the  established  usages  and 
customs  relating  to  the  subject-matter.^  But  here  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind,  that  "incidents"  are  frequently  "annexed"  to  contracts, 
and  conditions  implied,  not  only  by  the  usage  or  custom  of  trade, 
which  is  always  a  matter  of  evidence,  but  by  the  law-merchant, 
which  is  judicially  noticed  without  proof,*  and  by  the  common  law,* 
and  also  occasionally  by  statute.  This  doctrine  of  legal  implication 
is  sufficiently  abstruse,  and  the  soimdest  lawyers  are  often  at  fault, 

'  Fields.  Lelean,  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  168,  per  Ex.  Ch'.;  6  H.  &  N.  617,  S-  C. ; 
overruling  Spartali  v.  Benecke,  10  Com.  B.  212.  See  Godts  v.  Rose,  17  Com. 
B.  229. 

2  By  water  v.  Richardson,  1  A.  &  E.  508;  3 /ST.  &  M.  748,  S.  C.  See 
Smart  t).  Hyde,  8  M.  &  W.  723;  and  Foster  v.  Mentor  Life  Assui.  Co.,  3  E. 
&  B.  48. 

'  Hutton  V.  Warren,  1  M.  &  W..475,  per  Parke,  B.;  Gibson  v.  Small,  4  H. 
of  L.  Cas.  397,  per  id. 

'  Ante,  §  5.  »  Gibson  v.  Small,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  396,  397,  per  Parke,  B. 
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when  called  upon  to  apply  it  to  the  varying  transactions  of  life.  On 
some  matters,  however,  of  frequent  occurrence  the  law  has  been 
settled  by  judicial  decisions. 

§  1171.  For  instance,  it  is  now  an  undoubted  principle  of  marine  §1069 
insurance  that  in  every  voyage-policy,  whether  on  a  ship  or  on 
goods,  or  on  freight,  or  on  salvage,'  a  warranty  of  sea-worthiness  ^ 
at  the  commencement  of  the  risk  is,  in  the  absence  of  express 
stipulation,  implied,^  that  is,  the  law  annexes  an  incident  in  the 
shape  of  a  condition,  either  that  the  ship  should  be  seaworthy  at 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  or  in  port  when  preparing  for  it, 
or  that  she  had  been  seaworthy  when  the  voyage  commenced,  if  the 
insurance  is  on  a  vessel  already  at  sea.  So,  other  conditions  are 
equally  implied;  as  not  to  deviate  unnecessarily  from  the  usual 
course  of  the  voyage,  except  in  order  to  save  life,* — to  com- 
mence it  in  a  reasonable  time, — to  disclose  all  material  circum- 
stances;^ and  the  non-performance  of  these  conditions  avoids 
the  policy,  whether  it  arises  from  fraudulent  motives  or  not.* 
But  the  law  of  England  implies  no  warranty  that  the  lighters 
employed  to  land  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  discharge  shall  be 
seaworthy;'  none  that  the  vessel  shall  continue  seaworthy  after 
the  voyage  has  commenced;  none  that  the  crew,  if  originally  com- 
petent, shall  continue  so;  none  that  the  vessel  shall  be  navigated 
with  due  care  and  skill  during  the  voyage;  none  that  pilots  shall 
be  taken  on  board  at  proper  places,  if  the  voyage  has  already  com- 
menced, unless,  perhaps,  where  required    by  Act    of   Parliament; 

'  Knill  V.  Hooper,  2  H.  &  N.  277. 

^  This  is  a  relative  term,  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  ship,  as  well  as  of 
the  voyage  insured  ;  and  in  an  action  on  a  policy,  parol  evidence  as  to  these 
facts  is  admissible  to  show  the  amount  of  seaworthiness  implied  ;  Surges 
V.  Wickham,  3  B.  &  S.  669  ;  33  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  17,  S.  C;  Clapham  v.  Langton, 
34  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  46,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  5  B.  &  S.  729,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Bouillon  v. 
Lupton,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  113 ;  and  Daniels  v.  Harris,  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  1 ;  10 
Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  1,  S.  C. 

^  See  Quebec  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Commer.  Bk.  of  Canada,  3  Law  Eep.,  P. 
C.  234  ;  39  L.  J.,  P.  C.  53,  S.  C. 

*  Scaramanga  v.  Stamp,  49  L.  J.,  C.  P.  674  ;J^.  E.,  5  C.  P.  D.  295,  S.  C, 
per  Ct.  of  App.;  affirm.  S.  C,  48  L.  J.,  C.  P.  478  ;  &  L.  E.,  4  C.  P.  D.  316. 

'  See  Proudfoot  v.  Montefiore,  2  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  511 ;  8  B.  &  S.  510,  S.  C. 

»  Gibson  v.  Small,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  397,  398  ;  16  Q.  B.  158,  S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch., 
per  Parke,  B.     See,  also,  Biccard  v.  Shepherd,  14  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  471. 

'  Lane  v.  Nixon,  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  412  ;  1  H.  &  E.  585,  S.  C. 
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none  on  an  insurance  for  one  voyage  out  and  home,  that  the  ship 
shall  be  seaworthy  on  the  return  voyage;  although  these  might  all 
be  very  reasonable  conditions  to  be  imposed  on  the  assured  for  the 
benefit  of  the  underwriters,  and  which  have  been  by  law  or  custom 
imposed  upon  underwriters  in  America.'  Neither,  in  the  case  of  a 
time-policy,  does  the  law  imply  any  warranty  or  condition  that  the 
ship  should  be  seaworthy  either  at  the  date  of  the  insurance,^  or  at 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage  during  which  the  policy  attaches;' 
and  this,  too,  as  it  would  seem,  although  the  ship  should  be  an 
outward-bound  vessel,  lying  in  a  British  port  where  the  owner 
actually  resides.*  Again,  in  a  voyage-policy  on  goods  no  warranty 
can  be  implied  that  the  goods  are  seaworthy  for  such  voyage.  ° 

§  1172.  In  every  contract  by  a  common  carrrier,  or  by  a  ship-  §  1069a 
owner,"  whether  a  common  carrier  or  not,  for  the  carriage  for  hire, 
whether  by  land '  or  by  water,'  of  goods,  v^hich  term  includes  live 
animals,'  the  law  implies  an  insurance  on  his  part,  that, — unless 
prevented  either  by  "  the  act  of  God  or  by  the  public  enemies  of  the 
Crown,"  or  by  the  "  proper  vice  "  of  the  animal,  or  by  the  inherent 
quality  of  the  article,'" — he  will  safely  deliver  at  its  destination  the 

'  Gibson  r.  Small,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  398,  per  Parke,  B.  See,  also,  Biccard 
V.  Shepherd,  14  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  471. 

"  Gibson  v.  Small,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  353  ;  Small  v.  Gibson,  16  Q.  B.  128, 
S.  C,  in  Ex.  Oi. 

^  Gibson  v.  Small,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  407,  per  Parke,  B.,  422,  423,  per  Ld. 
Campbell  ;  Jenkins  v.  Heyoock,  8  Moo,  P.  C.  E.  351  ;  Michael  v.  Tredwin, 
17  Com.  B.  551 ;  Dudgeon  o.  Pembroke,  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  220  ;  9  Law  Eep., 
Q.  B.  581.  S.  C;  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  96,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  L.  E.,  2  App.  Cas. 
284,  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc;  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  409,  S.  C. 

*  Thompson  v.  Hopper,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  240  ;  6  E.  &  B.  172,  S.  C,  Erie,  J., 
diss. ;  Fawcus  v.  Sarsfleld,  25  L.  J. ,  Q.  B.  249 ;  6  E.  &  B.  192,  S.  C. ,  Erie,  J. ,  diss. 

*  Koebel  v.  Saunders,  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  310  ;  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  71,  S.  C. 

^  Nugent  V.  Smith,  Law  Eep.,  1  C.  P.  D.  423  ;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  697,  S.  C. 
'  Eiley  v.  Home,  5  Bing.  533. 

*  Lyon  V.  Mells,  5  East,  438  ;  Liver  Alkali  Co.  v.  Johnson,  9  Law  Eep., 
Ex.  338  ;  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  216,  S.  C. 

»  McManus  v.  Lane.  &  Yc^ks.  Ey.  Co.,  4  H.  &  N.  327  ;  28  L.  J.,  Ex.  358 ; 
Nugent ».  Smith,  L.  E.,  1  C.  P.  D.  423  ;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  697,  S.  C;  Tatter- 
shall  V.  Nat.  Steamship  Co.,  L.  E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  297  ;  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  332,  S.  C. 

"  Kendall  v.  Lond.  &  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  7  Law  Kep.,  Ex.  373  ;  41  L.  J.,  Ex. 
184,  S.  C;  6t.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Blower,  41  L.  J.,  C.  P.  268  ;  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P. 
655,  S.  C.  nom.   Blowers.  Gt.  W.  Ey.  Co.;  Nugent  d.   Smith,  L.   E.,   1   C.  P. 
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property  entrusted  to  his  care.  The  Carrier  by  land,  therefore, 
■warrants  that  his  carriage  is  roadworthy,  and  the  ship  owner  that 
his  ship  is  seaworthy.'  These  stringent  laws,  however,  do  not  ex- 
tend to  forwarding  agents,  as  distinguished  from  common,  carriers, 
at  least  when  they  have  made  special  contracts  with  their  employers  ;^ 
neither  do  they  apply  to  the  carriers  of  passengers,  who, — although 
bound  to  exercise  the  utmost  care  and  skill  in  the  conduct  of  their 
business,'  and  responsible  to  their  employers  for  every  accident  occa- 
sioned by  negligence  however  slight,* — do  not  impliedly  warrant 
either  the  roadworthiness  of  their  vehicles,  or  the  seaworthiness  of 
their  vessels,  and  will  not  be  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  mere 
latent  defects.^ 

§  1173.  It  may  further  be  laid  down  as  a  general  proposition,  §  io69* 
that  if  any  person,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  engages  with 
another  to  allow  him  the  use  of  a  particular  article  to  be  applied  to 
a  certain  purpose,  he  impliedly  contracts  that  the  article  shall  be 
reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose.  A  man,  therefore,  who  causes  a 
building  to  be  erected  for  viewing  a  public  exhibition,  and  admits 
persons  on  payment  of  money  to  seats  in  the  building,  impliedly 
undertakes  that  due  care  has  been  exercised  in  the  erection;  and 
if,  in  consequence  of  the  careless  or  improper  construction  of  the 
stand,  it  falls,  and  the  visitors  sustain  injury,  he  is  liable  to  an 
action,  though  he  may  be  personally  free  from  negligence,  and  may 
have  employed  a  competent  builder."     This  doctrine,  however,  is 

D.  423;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  697,  S.  C.  by  Ct.  of  App.,  overruling  S.  C,  L.  E.,  1  C. 
P.  D.  19;  and  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  19,  S.  C. 

1  Kopitoffi;.  Wilson,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  436;  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  377,  S.  C;  Colin 
V.  Davidson,  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  455;  S.  C.  nom.  Cohen  v.  Davidson,  46  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  305;  Steel  v.  State  Line  Steamship  Co.,  L.  E.,  3  App.  Cas.  72,  per  Dom. 
Proc.  See,  also,  Tattershall  v.  Nat.  Steamship  Co.,  L.  E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  297;  53 
L.  .!.,  Q.  B.  332,  S.  C;  and  ante,  §  187. 

^  Scaife  v.  Tarrant,  44  L.  J.,  Ex.  36;  &  235  in  Ex.  Ch.;  S.  C.  nom.  Scaife  v. 
Farrant,  10  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  358,  per  Ex.  Ch. 

'  This  doctrine  ivas  applied  to  a  job-master  ■who  had  let  out  a  carriage  ivhich 
brolie  down,  in  Hyman  v.  Nye,  L.  E.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  685. 

*  See  John  v.  Bacon,  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  437;  Simpson u.  Lond.  Gen.  Omnibus 
Co.,  42  L.  J.,  C.  P.  112;  8  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  390,  S.  C. 

5  Eeadhead  o.  Midi.  Ey.  Co.,  36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  181;  S.  C,  2  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B. 
412;  and  8  B.  &  S.  371;  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  4  Law  Eep.,,Q.  B.  379;  38  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  169;  arid  9  K  &  S.  519;  Buxton  v.  North  East.  Ey.  Co.,  9  B.  &  S.  824; 
Ingalls  V.  Bills,  9  Mete.  1. 

«  Francis  v.   Cockrell,   5    Law  Eep.;   Q.   B.    184;    39  L.   J.,    Q.   B.   113; 
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one,  which  some  at  least  of  the  judges  seem  loth  to  recognise;  and. 
therefore,  where  an  attempt  was  made  to  apply  it  to  the  case 
of  a  stable-keeper,  who,  having  taken  charge  for  reward  of  a 
gentleman's  carriage,  placed  it  in  a  coach-house,  which  had  just 
before  been  built  for  him  by  a  competent  builder,  but  which  fell 
down  through  some  defect  in  its  construction,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench, — drawing  a  misty  distinction  between  a  temporary  shed  and 
a  permanent  building, — refused  to  make  the  stable-keeper  liable  for 
injuries  caused  to  the  carriage  by  the  fall  of  the  coach-house.' 

§  1174  In  contracts  for  the  sale  of  estates,''  whether  freehold  or  §  1U70 
leasehold,  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  stipulation  to  the 
contrary,  implies  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  that 
he  will  make  out  a  good  title,^  and  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  vendee,  that,  if  the  title  prove  defective,  the  damages  to  which 
he  shall  be  entitled,  shall  be  limited  to  the  expenses  actually  in- 
curred in  the  the  investigation,  and  shall  be  merely  nominal  for  the 
loss  of  the  bargain.*  If,  indeed,  it  shall  turn  out  that  the  vendor 
has  been  guilty  of  any  fraudulent  misrepresentation  or  concealment, 
or  that  he  has  contracted  to  sell  an  estate  in  which  he  has  no 
reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  he  has  any  interest  whatever,^ 
or  if,  though  able  to  furnish  a  marketable  title,  he  has  simply 
declined   to   do   so,    or  to   take   the  steps    necessary   for   giving 

S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  5  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  501;  39  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  291;  and  10  B.  &  S. 
950. 

'  Searle  v.  Laverick,  9  Law  Eep.,*  Q.  B.  122;  43  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  43,  S.  C. 

'  See  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  44  &  45  V.,  c.  41, 
H  3,  7. 

3  Souter  V.  Drake,  5  B.  &  Ad.  992;  3  N.  &  M.  40,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Stanion, 
1  31.  &W.  695,  701,  per  Parke,  B.;  Hall  v.  Betty,  4  M.  &  Gr.  410; '5  Scott, 
N.  R.  508,  S.  C. ;  Worthington  v.  'Warrington,  5  Com.  B.  635.  These  cases 
overrule  George  v.  Pritchard,  Ry.  &  M.  417.  See  Kintrea  o.  Perston,  1  H.  & 
N.  357. 

*  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  "W.  Bl.  1078;  Walker  v.  Moore,  10  B.  &  C.  416; 
Robinson  v.  Harman,  1  Ex.  R.  855,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Bain  v.  Fothergill,  6  Law 
Rep.,  Ex.  59;  40  L.  J.,  Ex.  34,  S.  C. ;  7  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  158;  and  43  L.  J., 
Ex.  243,  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc;  Worthington  v.  Warrington,  8  Com.  B.  134; 
Pounsett  V.  Fuller,  17  Com.  B.  660;  Sikes  v.  Wild,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  325;  1  B.  & 
S.  587,  S.  C;  aff.  in  Ex.  Cli.,  4  B.  &  S.  421. 

»  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  C.  31 ;  9  D.  &  E.  22,  S.  0. ;  Robinson  !'. 
Harman,  1  Ex.  R.  850.  See  Sikes  i'.  Wild,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  325;  1  B.  &  S.  587, 
S.  C;  aff.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  4  B.  &  S.  421. 
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possession,'  thea  the  case  will  fall  within  the  general  rule  of  law, 
that  where  a  person  makes  a  contract  and  afterwards  breaks  it,  he 
must  pay  the  whole  damage  sustained  by  the  party  with  whom  he 
contracts.^  The  same  result  would  also  follow,  should  the  question 
arise  on  an  executed  contract,  and  the  indenture  contain  a  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment.' 

§  1175.  An  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  contains  an  implied  ?  1071 
undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  intended  lessor  that  he  has  title 
to  grant  a  valid  lease  :*  and  in  every  demise  of  real  property, 
whether  by  deed  or  parol,  the  law  annexes  conditions  that  the 
lessor  will  give  possession  of  the  premises  to  the  lessee,^  and  that, 
provided  the  lessor's  own  interest  in  them  continues,^  the  lessee 
shall  have  quiet  enjoyment  of  them,'  including  an  inalienable 
right  to  kill  and  take  ground  game  thereon,*  and  shall  not  be 
evicted  during  the  term."  No  undertaking,  however,  for  good  title 
is  implied  by  law  from  a  demise  by  parol;'"  nor  is  any  warranty 

'  Engel  V.  Fitch,  3  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  314;  and  9  B.  &  S.  95^  S.  C.  nom.  Engell 
V.  Fitcli,  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  145;  4  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  659,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  10  B.  & 
S.  738;  and  38  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  304.  See  Godwin  v.  Francis,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  121;  5 
Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  295,  S.  C. 

2  In  Bain  v.  Fothergill,  7  Law  Eep.,-H.  L.  207;  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  243,  S.  C;  Ld. 
Chelmsford  expressed  an  opinion,  that  even  if  a  man  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  knowing  that  he  has  no  title,  nor  any  means  of  acquiring  it,  the 
purchaser  cannot  recover  damages  beyond  the  expenses  incurred  by  an  action 
for  breaeh  of  contract;  he  can  only  obtain  other  damages  by  an  action  for 
deceit.     Sed  qn. 

'  Lock  V.  Furze,  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  441;  35  L.  J.,  C.  P.  141,  S.  C;  H.  &  E. 
379,  S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch. 

*  Stranks  v.  St.  John,  36  L.  J.,  C.  P.  118;  2  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  376,  S.  C. 

^  Coe  V.  Clay,  5  Bing.  440;  Jinks  v.  Edwards,  11  Ex.  E.  775;  Drury  v.  Mac- 
namara,  5  E.  &  B.  612. 

^  Penfold  V.  Abbott,  32  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  67;  Adams  v.  Gibney,  6  Bing.  656. 

'  Bandy  v.  Cartwright,  8  Ex.  E.  913;  Hall  v.  City  of  Lond.  Brewery  Co.,  31 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  257;  2  B.  &  S.  737,  S..  C.  See  Howard  v.  Maitland,  L.  E.,  11  Q. 
B.  D.  695,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

M3  &  44  v.,  c.  47,  §§  1,  3. 

5  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Sutton  v.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  64;  and  in  Hart  v.  "Wind- 
sor, id.  85. 

'"  Bandy  v.  Cartwright,  Ex.  E.  913;  overruling  contrary  dicta  by  Parke,  B., 
in  De  Medina  v.  Norman,  9  M.  &  W.  827;  and  Sutton  v.  Temple,  12  M.  &  V. 
64.  The  law  in  Ireland  with  respect  to  this  subject  is  now  contained 
in  J  41  of  23  &  24  V.,  c.  154,  Ir.,  which  enacts  that  every  lease,  made  since 
1st  Jan.,    1861,   shall,  unless  otherwise    expressly    provided  thereby,    (see 
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implied  that  the  Bubject-matter  of  a  lease, — whether  it  consist  of 
a  house  or  of  land, — shall,  either  at  the  commencement,  or  during 
the  continuance,  of  the  term,  be  in  a  proper  state  for  habitation 
or  cultivation,  or  that,  in  other  respects,  it  shall  be  reasonably  fit 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  taken.'  Neither  does  the  law  imply, 
from  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  any  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  landlord  to  do  substantial  repairs  on  notice;''  and  even 
where  the  landlord  is  bound  by  special  agreement  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair  during  the  tenancy,  there  is  no  implied  condition 
that  the  tenant  may  quit  if  the  repairs  be  not  done.' 


§  1176.  In  the  case,  however,  of  letting  a  reacfj/ /wwtsfted  house,  §1071 
the  law  imposes  an  obligation  upon  the  landlord  to  let  the  premises 
in  a  reasonably  habitable  state;  and  therefore,  if  the  furniture  be 
insufficient  in  quantity,  or  defective  in  quality,  if  the  beds  swarm 
with  vermin,  or  the  drains  be  out  of  order,  or  the  house  be  infected 
with  contagion,  the  tenant  may  quit  without  notice,  unless,  perhaps, 
in  the  event  of  his  having  had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  the 
premises  by  himself  or  his  agent  before  entering  on  the  occupation.* 
In  every  demise,  which  contains  no  express  provision  with  respect 
to  delivering  up  the  premises,  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  the 

Leonard  v.  Taylor,  I.  E.,  8  C.  L.  300),  imply  an  agreement  by  the  landlord 
that  he  has  a  good  title,  and  that  the  tenant  shall  have  quiet  enjoyment. 
i  42  also  enacts,  that  every  such  lease  shall,  unless  otherwise  expressly  pro- 
vided thereby,  imply  an  agreement  by  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent,  and  all 
taxes  and  impositions  payable  by  the  tenant,  and  to  keep  the  premises  in  good 
and  substantial  repair,  and  to  deliver  them  up  in  such  repair  on  the  determi- 
nation of  the  lease,  accidents  by  fire  vrithout  the  tenant's  default  excepted. 

1  Sutton  V.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  52 ;  Hart  v.  Windsor,  id.  68;  Murray  v. 
Mace,  I.  E.,  8  C.  L.  396;  Manchester  Bonded  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Carr,  L.  E.,  5 
C.  P.  D.  507;  49  L.  J.,  C.  P.  809,  S.  C.  These  cases  overrule  Edwards  v.  Ether- 
ington,  Ey.  &  M.  268;  7  D.  &  E.  117,  S.  C;  Collins  v.  Barrow,  1  M.  &  Eob. 
112;  Salisbury!;.  Marshall,  4  C.  &  P.  65.  In  Erskine  v.  Adeane,  42  L.  J.,  Ch. 
395,  Ld.  Eomilly  held  "that  every  landlord  warranted  his  tenant  that  he 
would  not  keep  noxious  things  (such  as  yew  trees)  near  the  tenant's  estate," 
bnt  this  ruling  was  reversed  by  the  Lds.  Js.  on  appeal,  as  being  obviously 
contrary  to  the  law.     8  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  Ap.  756;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  835,  S.  C. 

2  Gott  V.  Gandy,  2  E.  &  B.  845. 

'  Surplice  v.  Farnsworth,  7  M.  &  Gr.  576. 

*  Smith  V.  Marrable,  11  M.  &  W.  5;  commented  on  by  Ld.  Abinger,  in 
Sutton  V.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  60,  61 ;  and  approved  ia  Wilson  v.  Finch  Hatton, 
L.  E.,  2  Ex.  D.  336;  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  489,  S.  C. 
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part  of  the  tenant  not  only  to  go  out  of  them  at  the  termination  of 
the  tenacy,  but  to  restore  the  absolute  possession  to  the  landlord.* 


§  1177.  On  the  sale  of  a  specific  ascertained  chattel,  the  law  of  ?  1072 
England, — unlike  the  Eoman,^  the  French,^  the  Scotch,*  and,  in 
part^  the  American  law,'— does  not  annex  to  the  contract  any 
implied  warranty  of  title,"  but  a  warranty  may  be  inferred  in  such 
case,  either  from  the  usage  of  trade,  or  from  the  declaration  or 
conduct  of  the  vendor  being  such  as  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  sold  the  property  as  "  his  own,"  or  from  the  fact  of  the  articles 
being  bought  in  a  shop  professedly  carried  on  for  the  sale  of  goods.' 
The  rule,  therefore,  such  as  it  is,  has  been  nearly  eaten  up  by  the 
exceptions.'  "With  respect  to  executory  contracts  of  purchase  and 
sale,  where  the  subject  is  unascertained,  and  is  afterwards  to  be 
conveyed,  the  law  would  probably  imply  that  both  parties  meant 
that  a  good  title  to  that  subject  should  be  transferred,  in  the 
same  manner  as  it  would  imply,  under  similar  circumstances,  that 
a  merchantable  article  was  to  be  supplied.  Unless  goods,  which 
the  party  could  enjoy  as  his  own,  and  make  full  use  of,  were 
delivered,  the  contract  would  not  be  performed.  The  purchaser 
could  not  be  bound  to  accept  it  if  he  discovered  the  defect  of  title 
before  delivery;  and  if  he  did  accept,  and  the  goods  were  recovered 
from  him,  he  would  not  be  bsund  to  pay  for  them,  or  having  paid, 
he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  back  the  price,  as  on  a  consideration 
which  had  failed.' 

'  Henderson  v.  Sqniie,  4  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  170;  38  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  73;  and  10 

B.  &  S.  183,  S.  C.  •       ^  See  Domat,  bk.  1,  tit.  2,  §  2,  art.  3. 
3  Code  Civil,.c.  4,  |  1,  art.  1603.  *  Bell  on  Sale,  94. 

*  Defreeze  v.  Trgmper,  1  Johns.  27^;  Eew  v.  Barber,  3  Cowen,  272; 
Broom,  Max.  628. 

8  Motley  V.  Attenborongh,  3  Ex.  R.  500,  510,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Ormrod  v. 
Hnth,  14 M.  AW.  664,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Hall  v.  Conder,  2  Com.-  B.,  K  S. 
40;  Chapman  v.    Speller,  14  Q.    B.  621;   Bagueley  v.  Hawley,  2  Law  Eep., 

C.  P.  625;  36  L.  J.,  C.  P.  328,  S.  C,  nora.  Bagueley  v.  Hawley. 

'  Morley  V.  Attenborough,  3  Ex.  E.  511—513,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Eicholz  v. 
Bannister,  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  708;  34  L.  J.,  C.  P.  105,  S.  C. 

*Sims«.  Marryat,  17  Q.  B.  291,  per  Ld.  Campbell;  Eicholz  v.  Bannister, 
17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  723,  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  and  724,  perByles,  J. 

'  Morley  v.  Attenborough,  3  Ex.  E.  509,  510,  per  Parke,  B.  It  is  still  an 
undecided  point  whether,  on  the  sale  of  a  copyright,  the  law  would  imply  a 
warranty  of  title.     See  Sims  v.  Marryat,  17  Q.  B.  281. 

(3873) 


1004  INCIDENTS  ANNEXED  BY  COMMON  LAW,  OR  STAT.      [PART   II. 

§  1178.  Upon  a  sale  of  merchandise,  which  the  buyer  has  no  J  io7s 
opportunity  of  inspecting,  the  law  implies  a  condition  that  the 
article  shall  fairly  and  reasonably  answer  the  description  in  the 
contract;'  but  where  goods  are  sold  under  circumstances  which 
afford  the  purdhaser  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  either  the  bulk 
or  the  sample,  the  maxim  of  caveat  emptor  is  generally  applicable, 
and  the  law  does  not  imply  any  warranty,^  either  as  to  their  ' 
merchantable  quality,  ^  or  their  value,  *  or  their  fitness  for  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  bought,^  unless  the  defect  be  of  such 
a  nature  as  not  to  be  readily  discoverable  by  the  inspection  of  the 
bulk  or  the  sample.^  This  doctrine  even  extends  to  the  sale  of 
food  for  the  use  of  man,'  unless  the  vendor  be  a  butcher,  baker, 
vintner,  or  common  victualler,  in  which  case  he  will  perhaps 
be  presumed  to  have  warranted  that  the  provisions  supplied  by  him 
were  sound  and  wholesome.^  In  a  recent  case,  however,  where  a 
cattle-dealer  had  sent  to  market  a  herd  of  pigs,  which  he  had  reason 

'Wieler  J).  Schillizzi,  17  Com.  B.  619;  Bigge  v.  Parkinson,  31  L.  J.,  Ex. 
301;  7  H.  &  N.  955,  S.  C. ;  Beer  v.  Walker,  46  L.  J.,  C.  .P.  677. 

^  The  Scotcli  law  on  this  suhjeot  is  now  embodied  in  §  5  of  19  &  20  V., 
c.  60,  which  enacts,,  that  "where  goods  shall,  after  the  passing  of  this  Act, 
be  sold,  the  seller,  if  at  the  time  of  the  sale  he  was  without  knowledge  that 
the  same  was  defective  or  of  bad  quality,  shall  not  be  held  to  have  warranted 
their  quality  or  sufdciency,  but  the  goods,  with  all  faults,  shall  be  at  the  risk 
of  the  purchaser,  unless  the  seller  shall  have  given  an  express  warranty  of 
the  quality  or  sufficiency  of  such  goods,  or  unless  the  goods  have  been 
expi^essly  sold  for  a  specified  and  particular  purpose,  in  which  case  the  seller 
shall  be  considered,  without  such  warranty,  to  warrant  that  the  same  are  fit 
for  such  purpose." 

^  Independent,  however,  of  the  law  of  implied  warranty,  a  party  is  not 
bound  to  accept  and  pay  for  chattels,  unless  they  really  answer  the  description 
of  the  articles  which  the  vendor  professed  to  sell,  and  the  purchaser  intended 
to  buy.  Gompertz  v.  Bartlett,  2  E.  &  B.  849;  Nichol  v.  Godts,  10  Ex.  E. 
191;  Young  v.  Cole,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  724;  4  Scott,  489,  S.  C;  Hall  i).  Conder, 
2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  41;  Josling  v.  Kingsford,  32  L.  J.,  C.  P.  94;  13  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  447,  S.  C. 

*  Kirkpatrick  v.  Gowan,  I.  E.,  9  C.  L.  521.  See  Smith  v.  Hughes,  6  L.  E., 
Q.  B.  597. 

'  Parkinson  v.  Lee,  2  East,  314;  recognised  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Sutton  i'. 
Temple,  12  JI.  AW.  64;  and  explained  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Shepherd  v. 
Pybus,  3  M.  &  Gr.  880. 

s  Mody  V.  Gregson,  38  L.  J.,  Ex.  12,  per.  Ex.  Ch.;  4  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  49,  S.  C. 

'  Burnby  «.  Bollett,  16  51.  &  "W.  644;  Le  Neuville  v.  Nouise,  3  Camp.  351; 
Emmei-ton  v.  Matthews,  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  139;  7  H.  &  N.  586,  S.  C. 

*  Bumby  v.  Bollett,  16  M.  &  W.  649,  654,  655,  per  Parke,  B. 
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to  believe  were  diseased,  the  court  held  that,  although  by  thus 
publicly  exposing  the  animals  for  sale,  his  conduct  might  have  been 
morally  or  even  statutably,' culpable,  he  was  not  liable  to  an  action  at 
,  the  suit  of  the  purchaser  for  false  representation,  as  the  pigs  were 
sold  under  an  express  condition  that  they  were  to  be  "  taken  with  all 
faults,"  and  without  any  warranty.^ 

§  1179.  Where  a  known  ascertained  chattel  is  specifically 
ordered  by  the  buyer,  the  manufacturer  who  executes  the  order  does 
not  thereby  impliedly  warrant,  that  the  article  supplied  by  him 
shall  be  fit  for  the  special  purpose  to  which  it  is  intended  to  be 
applied.^  But  where  the  purchaser,  instead  of  depending  on  his 
own  judgment,  may  fairly  be  supposed  to  rely  on  the  skill  and 
knowledge  of  the  vendor,  the  law  implies  a  warranty  that  the 
chattel  furnished  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  is  known  to  be  ordered;  *  and  no  exception  will  be  recognised  in 
the  case  of  latent  undiscoverable  defects.^  This  doctrine  will  apply 
in  a  special  manner  to  cases,  where  the  articles  are  supplied  directly 
by  the  manufacturer.^  It  will  also  extend  to  natural  products  as 
well  as  to  manufactured  articles;  and  therefore,  where  a  dealer  in 
seed  had  sold  some  rape  which  he  knew  the  purchaser  required  for 
seed,  the  court  held  that  the  contract  contained  an  implied  warranty 
that  the  rape  was  good  growing  seed,  fit  for  germination.' 

§  1179a.  On  a  sale  of  goods  by  a  manufacturer  of  such  goods, 

1  See  41  &  42  V.,  c.  74,  ?  61;  and  32  &  33  V.,  c.  70,  §  57. 

'  Ward«.  Hobbs,  L.  E.,  4  App.  Cas.  13,  per  Dom.  Proc;  48  L.  J.,  %  B. 
281,  S.  C. 

^  Cbanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  M.  &  W.  399;  Ollivant  v.  Bayley,  5  Q.  B.  288; 
recognised  in  Parsons  v.  Sexton,  4  Com.  B.  908;  Prideaux  v.  Bunnett,  1 
Com.  B.,  N.  S.  613;  Hall  v.  Conder,  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  41. 

*  Bigge  v.  Parkinson,  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  301,  303;  7  H.  &  N.  955,  961,  S.  C; 
Brown  v.  Edgington,  2  M.  &  Gr.  279,  290;  2  Scott,  K.  E.  496,  S.  C: 
recognised  in  Sutton  v.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  64;  Mallan  v.  Eadlofif,  17  Com. 
B.,  N.  S.  588. 

*  Eandall  v.  Newson,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  259;  L.  E.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  102,  S.  C,  per 
Ct.  of  App.,  reversing  S.  C.  in  Q.  B.  D.,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  364. 

«  Shepherd  v.  Pybus,  3  M.  &  Gr.  868;  4  Scott,  N.  E.  434,  S.  C. ;  Sutton  v. 
Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  64,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  Shields  v.  Cannon,  16  Jr.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  588;  Jones  v.  Just,  37  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  89;  3  Law  Sep.,  Q.  B.  197;  and  9  B.  &  S.  141,  S.  C. 
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who  is  not  otherwise  a  dealer  in  them,  there  is,  in  the  absence  of 
any  usage,  in  the  particular  trade  or  as  regards  the  particular 
goods,  to  supply  goods  of  other  makers,  an  implied  contract  that 
the  goods  shall  be  those  of  the  manufacturer's  own  make.' 

§  1180.  Since  the  commencement  of  the  year  1864,  the  vendor  i  1073a 
of  any  article  with  a  trade  mark  or  description  upon  it,  is,  by  virtue 
of  "  The  Merchandise  Marks  Act,  1862,"  presumed  to  have  con- 
tracted that  the  mark  is  genuine  and  the  description  true,  "unless 
the  contrary  shall  be  expressed  in  some  writing  signed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  vendor,  and  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  the  vendee."^ 

§  1181.  The  legal  effect  of  contracts  for  the  sale  of  patents  g  1073b 
has  been  the  subject  of  much  discussion  in  Westminster  Hall; 
but  it  is  now  determined  that  the  law  implies  no  warranty  in  such  a 
contract,  either  that  the  vendor  was  the  true  and 'first  inventor  within 
the  Statute  of  James,  or  that  the  invention  was  either  useful  or 
new.' 

§  1182.  From  the  ordinary  relation  of  master  and  domestic  or 
menial  servant,  no  contract,  and  therefore  no  duty,  can  be  implied 
on  the  part  of  the  master,  to  protect  the  servant  against  any  injury 
arising,  either  from  the  negligence  of  another  servant,  or  from  the 
defective  condition  of  the  master's  property,  unless  the  personal 
negligence  or  other  misconduct  of  the  master  can  be  shown  to  have 
caused,  or,  at  least  to  have  materially  contributed  to,  the  accident.* 
This  doctrine, — which,  until  the  year  1880,  was  held  applicable  in 
its  entirety  to  every  employer  of  manual  labour, — is  now  confined  to 
the  masters  of  domestic  or  menial  servants.  The  liability  of  all 
other  employers  to  make  compensation  for  personal  injuries  suffered 
by  workmen  in  their  service,  must,   from  the  commencement  of 

'  Johnson  v.  Eaylton,  L.  E.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  438,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  Bramwell,  L. 
J.,  diss.;  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  753,  S,  C. 

2  25  &  26  v.,  c.  88,  §§  19,  20. 

'  Hall  w.  Conder,  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  22;  Smith  v.  Neale,  id.  67;  Notor  v. 
Brooks,  7  H.  &  N.  499;  Trotman  v.  "WoodJ  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  479.  See,  also, 
Jackson  v.  Hill,  L.  E.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  618. 

*  Priestly  v.  Fowler,  3  M.  &  W.  1;  Seymour  v.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  326.  See 
Griffiths  1).  Lond.  &  St.  Kath.  Docks  Co.,  L.  E.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  259;  53  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  504,  S.  C. ;  where  held  by  Ct.  of  App.  that  the  statement  of  claim  tnnst 
allege,  not  only  that  the  master  knew,  but  that  the  servant  did  not  know,  of 
the  danger. 
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1881  to  the  end  of  1887,'  depend  on  the  constraction  which  the 
coui'ts  of  law  may  put  upon  the  somewhat  vague  language  of  "  The 
Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880."  ^  The  most  important  sections 
of  that  statute  are  the  first  three,  which  are  too  long  to  insert  in 
this  work,  but  which  deserve  attentive  study.  iSufiBce  it  here  to 
remark,  1st,  that  the  Act  does  not  apply,  either  to  domestic  servants, 
or  to  seamen ;  2nd,  that  the  expression  "  employer,"  as  used 
therein,  "  includes  a  body  of  persons  corporate  or  unincorporate ; " 
and  3rd,  that  the  expression  "workman"  includes  a  railway 
servant,  and  any  person  of  any  age,  who, — being  a.  labourer,  servant 
in  husbandry,  journeyman,  artificer,  handicraftsman,  miner,  or 
otherwise  engaged  in  manual  labour, — has  entered  into  or  works 
under  a  contract  with  an  employer,  whether  such  contract  be  ex- 
press or  implied,  oral  or  in  writing,  and  be  a  contract  of  service,  or 
a  contract  personally  to  execute  any  work  or  labour.'  Notwith- 
standing the  above  elaborate  definition,  this  last  term  has  been 
found  defective  in  practice;  and  the  judges  have  felt  themselves 
bound  to  hold, — contrary  to  the  obvious  intention  of  the  Legislature, 
— that  the  Act  did  not  apply  to  a  case,  where  the  party  injured  was 
an  omnibus  conductor.* 


§  1182a.  The  law,  which  governs  the  liability  of  shipowners  for 
injuries  sustained  by  their  crew,  is  now  regulated  in  great  measure 
by  "  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1876;  "  and  if  any  illness  or  other 
damage  is  alleged  to  have  occurred  to  a  seaman  from  sending  a  ship 
to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  state,  the  burthen  of  proving  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  his  employer  does  not  rest  on  the  seaman,  but  the 
shipowner  is  obliged  to  show  that  he  has  Used  "  all  reasonable 
means  to  insure  the  seaworthiness  of  the  ship."  ^ 


'  43  &  44  v.,  b.  43,  |2  9  &  10. 

M3&44  v.,  c.  42. 

^  See  38  &  39  V.,  c.  90,  §  10;  and  43  &  44  V.,  c.  42,  |  8. 

*  Morgan  v.  Lond.  Gen.  Omnibus  Co.,  L.  E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  203,  par  Ct.  of 
App. ;  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  352,  S.  C. 

*  39  &  40  v.,  c.  80,  ?  5,  enacts,  that  "  In  every  contract  of  service,  express 
or  implied,  between  the  owner  of  a  ship  and  the  master  or  any  seaman  thereof, 
and  in  every  instrument  of  apprenticeship  whereby  any  person  is  bound  to 
serve  as  an  apprentice  on  board  any  ship,  there  shall  be  implied,  notwith- 
standing any  agreement  to  the  contrary,  an  obligation  on  the  owner  of  the 
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§  1183.  When  a  Bkilled  labourer,  artisan,  or  artist  enters  into  an  g  1074 a 
engagement  with  an  employer  to  work  in  the  art  which  he  practises, 
he  impliedly  warrants  that  he  possesses  skill  reasonably  competent 
to  the  task  he  undertakes.  Thus,  if  an  apothecary,  a  surveyor,  a 
watchmaker,  a  cook,  an  auctioneer,'  or  a  solicitor,  be  employed  for 
reward,  they  each  impliedly  undertake  to  possess  and  exercise  reason- 
able skill  in  their  several  arts.  No  express  promise  or  representation 
is  necessary,  for  the  public  profession  of  an  art  is  in  itself  a  represen- 
tation and  undertaking  to  all  the  world  that  the  professor  possesses 
the  requisite  ability  and  knowledge.^  It  follows  from  this  rule, 
that  if  the  party  employed  proves  to  be  incompetent,  he  may, 
though  engaged  for  a  term,  be  immediately  discharged,^  and  his 
employer  may  also  proceed  against  him  for  any  loss  occasioned  by 
his  ignorance  or  incapacity.* 

§  1184.  In  all  contracts  to  perform  personal  services, — as,  for  ?  1074b 
instance,  in  a  covenant  by  an  apprentice  to  serve  his  master  for  a 
certain  period, — however  absolute  and  unconditional  may  be  the 
terms  employed,  the  law  implies  an  exception  in  the  event  of  the 
contractor  becoming  disabled  by  the  act  of  God,  as  by  death  or 
permanent  illness,  from  doing  what  he  has  undertaken  to  do.^  So, 
the  service  of  a  farm- bailiff  will  impliedly  terminate  on  the  death 
of  his  master,  unless  a  special  stipulation  to  the  contrary  be  inserted 
in  the  contract.^  So,  an  undertaking  by  an  author  to  write  a 
book,  by  an  artist  to  paint  a  picture,  or  by  a  musician  to  play  at  a 


ship,  that  the  owner  of  the  ship,  and  the  master,  and  every  agent  charged  with 
the  loading  of  the  ship,  or  the  preparing  thereof  for  sea,  or  the  sending  thereof 
to  sea,  shall  use  all  reasonable  means  to  insure  the  seaworthiness  of  the  ship 
for  the  voyage  at  the  time  when  the  voyage  commences,  and  to  keep  her  in  a 
seaworthy  condition  for  the  voyage  during  the  same:  Provided  that  nothing 
in  this  section  shall  subject  the  owner  of  a  ship  to  any  liability  by  reason  of 
the  ship  being  sent  to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  state,  where,  owing  to  special 
circumstances,  the  so  sending  thereof  to  sea  is  reasonable  and  j  ustifiable. ' ' 

'  Kavanagh  v.  Cuthbert,  I.  R.,  9  C.  L.  136. 

''  Harmer  v.  Ck)rnelius,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  88,  per  Willes,  J.;  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
246,  S.  C. 

»  Id.  28  L.  J.,'C.  P.  85;  5  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  236,  S.  C. 

*  Jenkins  v.  Betham^  15  Com.  B.  188. 

5  Boast  D.  Firth,  38  L.  J.,  C.  P.  1;  4  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  1,  S.  C. 

8  Farrow  v.  "Wilson,  38  L.  J.,  C.  P.  326;  4  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  744,  S.  C. 
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concert,  is  subject  to  an  implied  condition  that  non-fulfilment  of  the 
engagement  caused  by  illness  shall  not  be  regarded  as  a  breach  of 
the  contract.' 


§  1185.  When  a  man  makes  a  contract  as  agent  for  another  ?  1074c 
person,  the  law  implies  a  warranty  on  his  part  that  he  has  autho- 
rity to  bind  his  principal;  and  if  it  turns  out  that  he  has  made  any 
misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact,  as  distinguished  from  a  mere 
mistake  in  point  of  law,^  and  that  he  really  has  no  such  authority 
as  he  claims  to  have,  he  maj  be  sued  for  the  damages  necessarily 
occasioned  by  this  breach  of  warranty,  though  he  may  have  acted 
under  the  bona  .fide  belief  that  he  was  authorised  as  agent  to  make 
the  contract.^  On  the  same  principle,  where  two  directors  of  a 
public  company  had  informed  the  company's  bankers,  that  "  the 
manager"  had  authority  to  draw  cheques  upon  the  account  of  the 
company,  the  court  held,  that,  such  not  being  the  fact,  the  directors 
themselves  were  personally  liable  for  the  advances  made  by  the 
bank  on  cheques  so  drawn.* 

§  1186.  When  goods  are  deposited  as  security  for  the  repay-  §  1074d 
ment  of  a  loan  on  a  certain  day,  the  law  implies  from  the  nature 
of  the  transaction  that  the  pawnee  shall  have  power  to  sell  the 
goods  in  default  of  payment  at  the  stipulated  period.'     But  it  must 


'  Eobinson  v.  Davison,  6  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  269;  40  L.  J.,  Ex.  172,  S.  C. 

'  Beattie  v.  Ld.  Ebury,  7  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  777,  800—803,  per  Hellish, ' 
L.  J.;  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  804,  S.  C;  Eashdall  v.  Fwd,  2  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  750.     Holl- 
man  v.  PuUin,  1  Cab.  &  El.  254,  per  Williams,  J. 

'  West  London  Com.  Bk.  v.  Kitson,  L.  E.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  360,  S.  C. ;  53  L.  J.,  Q. 
B.  218;  S.  C.  Id.  345,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Collen  v.  Wright,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
147  ;  7  E.  &  B.  301,  S.  C. ;  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  215  ;  8  E.  &  B.  647,  S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch. ; 
Eichardson  v.  Williamson,  6  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  276  ;  40  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  145,  S.C; 
Weeks  v.  Propert;  42  L.  J.,  C.  P.  129  ;  Eandell  v.  Trimen,  18  Com.  B.  786  ; 
Simons  v.  Patchett,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  195  ;  7  E.  &  B.  568,  S.  C.  See  Worthing- 
tou  V.  Sudlow,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  131;  Maxwell  v.  Parnell,  I.  E.,  1  C.  L.  234. 

*  Cherry  v.  Colonial  Bk.  of  Australasia,  38  L.  J.,  P.  C.  49  ;  3  Law  Eep., 
P.  C.  24,  S.  C.     See  Beattie  v.  Ld.  Ebury,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  20,  in  Dom.  Proc. 

5  Pigot  V.  Cubley,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  701 ;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  134,  S.  C;  John- 
son ?).  Stear,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  330;  Pothonier  v.  Dawson,  Holt,  N.  P.  E. 
383,  per  Gibbs,  C.  J. 
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be  carefully  remembered  that  this  doctrine  is  inapplicable  to  a 
case,  where  a  man  holds  another  person's  goods  on  a  simple  claim 
of  lien;  for  a  lien,  unlike  a  pledge,  gives  only  a  right  of  retention;' 
and  if  the  goods  detained  be  sold,  though  it  be  to  meet  current 
expenses,  the  lien, — except  in  the  case  of  an  innkeeper  who  now 
enjoys  to  a  limited  extent  a  statutable  right  of  sale", — is  thereby 
efiPectually  destroyed.^ 

§  1187.  In  all  cases  where  evidence  of  usage  is  received,  the  §  1075 
rule  must  be  taken  with  this  qualification,  that  the  evidence  be 
not  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  contract;  for  otherwise, 
it  would  not' go  to  interpret  and  explain,  but  to  contradict,  what 
is  written.*  In  order  to  establish  an  inconsistency  between  the 
written  agreement  and  the  custom,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
former  should  in  express  terms  exclude  the  latter;  but  if  it  can 
clearly  be  collected  from  the  instrument,  either  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly, that  the  parties  did  not  mean  to  be  governed  by  the  custom, 
no  evidence  respecting  it  can  be  received.'  For  instance,  suppose 
the  custom  of  the  country  should  require  the  tenant  to  plough, 
sow,  and  manure  a  certain  portion  of  the  demised  land  in  the  last 
year,  and  should  entitle  him,  on  quitting,  to  receive  from  the  land- 
lord a  reasonable  compensation  for  his  labour,  seeds,  and  manure; 
evidence  of  such  a  custom  would  be  rejected,  had  the  tenant  cove- 
nanted to  plough,  sow,  and  manure,  in  accordance  with  the  custom, 
he  being  paid  on  quitting  for  the  ploughing;  because  "here  the 
principle,  "  expressum  facit  cessare  taciturn,"  would  apply,  and  the 


1  See  Donald  v.  Suckling,  35  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  232 ;  7  B.  &  S.  783,  S.  C;  and 
Halliday  v.  Holgate,  3  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  299  ;  37  L.  J.,  Ex.  174,  S.  C. 

'  41&42Y.,  c.  38. 

s  Mulliner  v.  Florence,  L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  484,  per  Ct.  of  App;  47  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  700,  S.  C. 

*  Holding  u.  Pigott,  7  Bing.  465,  474  ;  5  M.  &  P.  427,  S.  C;  Clarke  v. 
Eoystone,  13  M.  &  W.  752 ;  Yeats  v.  Pirn,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  95 ;  nom.  Yates 
V.  Pym,  6  Taunt.  446,  S.  C. ;  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  589  ;  3  P.  &  D. 
267,  S.  C;  Muncey  v.  Dennis,  1  H.  &  N.  216;  Suse  v.  Pompe,  8  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  538.     See  Buckle  v.  Knoop,  36  L.  J.,  Ex.  49. 

'  Button  V.  Warren,  1  M.  &  W.  477,  per  Parke,  B.  See  Clarke  v.  Eoystone, 
13  M.  &  W.  752. 
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language  of  the  lease  wotild  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a  stipulation, 
that  the  lessor  should  pay  for  the  ploughing,  and  no  more.^ 


§  1188.  In  order  to  constitute  such  a  custom  or  usage,  as  will  be  2  1076 
admissible  in  evidence  to  explain  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  have  been  immemorial,  or  even 
established  for  a  considerable  period,  or  uniform,  or  capable  of  being 
defined  with  precision  and  accuracy.^  Thus,  "  the  custom  of  the 
country  "  with  reference  to  good  husbandry,  means  no  more  than 
that  the  tenant  should  conform  to  the  existing  prevalent  usage  of 
the  country  where  the  lands  lie; '  and  the  general  usage  of  trade 
may  be  imported  into  a  contract,  though  proof  has  been  given  of  ex- 
ceptions to  such  usage.*  So,  although  a  particular  branch  of  trade 
has  been  only  established  for  a  year  or  two,  parties  connected  with 
that  trade  will  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  with  reference  to  the 
usages  generally  adopted  since  its  existence.'  But,  in  all  these 
cases,  it  is  the  fcuA  of  a  general  usage  or  practice  prevailing  in  the 
particular  trade  or  business,  and  not  the  mere  judgment  ani opinion 
of  the  witnesses,  which  is  admissible  in  evidence:  and  unless  the 
witnesses  can  state  instances  of  the  usage  as  having  occurred  within 
there  own  knowledge,  their  testimony  will  seldom  be  entitled  to 
much  weight.  ° 

§  1189.  Whenever  evidence  of  usage  is  adduced,  whether  it  be  ^  1077 
for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  technical  language  of  an  instru- 
ment, or  of  annexing  incidents  to  it,  the  party  against  whom  it  is 
offered  is  always  at  liberty  to  prove, — either  first,  the  non-existence 
of  the  usage, — or  secondly,  its  illegality  or  unreasonableness, — or 
thirdly,  that,  in  fact,  it  formed  no  part  of  the  agreement  between 


■  1  M.  &  "W.  477,  478;  Webb  v.  Plummer,  2  B.  &  A.  746. 

'  Juggomohun  Ghose  t>.  Manickchund,  7  Moo.  Ind.  App.  Cas.  263,  282,  per 
Sir  J.  Coleridge. 

'  Legh  V.  Hewitt,  4  East,  154,  159,  per  Ld.  EUenborongh;  Dalby  «.  Hirst, 
1  B.  &  B.  224,  227,  228;  3  Moore,  536,  S.  C.     See  ante,  \  318. 

*  Vallance  «.  Dewar,  1  Camp.  508,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 

*  Noble  u.  Kennoway,  2  Doug.  513,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Robertson  v.  Jack- 
son, 2  Com.  B.  412. 

»  Lewis  t).  Marshall,  7  M.  &  Gr.  744,  745,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 
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the  parties."  Indeed,  if  any  reason  exists  for  believing  that  the 
opposite  party  will  rely  upon  usage,  the  evidence  on  these  points 
may  be  given  by  \?ay  of  anticipation.  For  instance,  where  the 
owner  of  goods  brought  an  action  against  a  carrier  by  sea  for 
non-delivery  of  the  goods  to  him  at  the  port  of  London,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  delivered  them  at  that  port, — it 
was  held  first  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,^  and  then  by 
the  House  of  Lords,^  that  the  plaintiff  might  prove  former  dealings 
between  himself  and  the  defendant  respecting  the  carriage  of  other 
goods  from  the  defendant's  London  wharf  to  the  plaintiff's  place  of 
business;  as  such  evidence  was  offered,  not  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
tending or  narrowing  the  contract,  or  in  any  way  changing  it,  but 
with  the  sole  view  of  meeting  a  case,  which  might  be  made  on  the 
other  side  to  establish  a  custom  of  delivery  at  a  wharf.  The  fact 
that  the  evidence  consisted  of  instances  of  individual  contracts, 
might  be  open  to  observation,  but  the  evidence  could  not  be  rejected 
on  that  ground;  *  and  Lord  Brougham  observed,  "A  party  may  pro- 
perly in  this  way  anticipate  objections,  and  introduce  evidence  of 
this  sort,  which,  if  he  delayed  to  produce  at  that  moment,  would 
afterwards  be  shut  out."  ^ 


§  1190.  Before  quitting  this  subject,  it  may  be  observed  that  g  lors 
much  injustice  is  frequently  occasioned  by  the  lax  habit  of  admitting 
evidence  of  usage,  which,  though  ostensibly  received  for  the  pur- 
pose of  explaining  a  written  contract  or  other  instrnment,  has  too 
often  the  effect  of  putting  a  construction  upon  it  which  was  never 
contemplated  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  which  is  utterly  at 
variance  with  their  real  intentions.  In  this  view  some  of  the  highest 
legal  authorities  both  in  England  and  America  concur.  In  Hutton 
V.  Warren,"  though  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  yielded, 


'  Bourne  r.  Gatliffe,  3  M.  &  Gr.  684,  per  Alderson,  B.  ;  Bottomley  v. 
Forbes,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  127,  128,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  See  Fawkes  v.  Lamb,  31 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  98. 

'  Bourne  v.  Gatliffe,  3  M.  &  Gr.  643,  689;  3  Scott,  N.  E.  1,  S.  C. 

»  Id.;  11  CI.  &  Fin.  45,  49,  69—71;  7  M.  &  Gr.  850,  865,  866,  S.  C. 

•  11  CI.  &  Fin.  70,  per  Ld.  Lyndhurst,  C. ;  7  M.  &  Gr.  665,  S.  C. 

5  11  CI.  &  Fin.  71 ;  7  M.  &  Gr,  866,  S.  C. 

8  1  M.  &  W.  475.  See,  also,  Anderson  v.  Pitcher,  2  B.  &  P.  168,  per  Ld. 
Eldon. 
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as  they  were  bound  to  do,  to  the  precedents  cited,  they  threw  oat  a 
pretty  clear  intimation  of  their  opinion,  that,  where  formal  agree- 
ments had  been  entered  into,  and  especially  instruments  under  seal, 
the  relaxation  of  the  strictness  of  the  common  law,  which  arose 
from  the  admission  of  evidence  of  usage,  was  unwise  and  unjust; 
and  the  same  opinion  has  been  expressed  more  than  once  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench.' 


§  1191.  "  If,"  said  Lord  Denman,  in  pronouncing  the  opinion  of  ?  1079 
the  court  on  one  occasion,  "  a  legislator  were  called  to  consider  -the 
expediency  of  passing  a  law  upon  this  subject,  the  conclusion  at 
which  he  would  arrive  is  hardly  open  to  a  doubt.  He  would  decide 
at  once  that  the  written  contract  must  speak  for  itself  on  all  occa- 
sions; that  nothing  should  be  left  to  memory  or  speculation. 
There  is  no  inconvenience  in  requiring  parties  making  written 
contracts  to  write  the  whole  of  their  contracts,  while,  in  mercantile 
affairs,  no  mischief  can  be  greater  than  the  uncertainty  produced 
by  permitting  verbal  statements  to  vary  bargains  committed  to 
writing.  But  the  nature  of  this  explanatory  evidence  renders  it 
peculiarly  dangerous.  Those  who  have  heard  it  must  have  been 
struck  with  the  hesitating  strain  in  which  it  is  given  by  men  of 
business,  and  their  wish  to  secure  the  correctness  of  their  answer 
by  referring  to  the  written  document.  Again,  what  can  be  more 
difficult  than  to  ascertain,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  such  a  prevalence  of 
what  is  called  a  custom  in  trade  as  to  justify  a  verdict  that  it  forms 
a  part  of  every  contract?  Debate  may  also  be  fairly  raised  as  to 
the  right  of  binding  strangers  by  customs  probably  unknown  to 
them;  a  conflict  may  exist  between  the  customs  of  two  difPerent 
places;  and  supposing  all  these  difficulties  removed,  and  the  custom 
fully  proved,  still  it  will  almost  always  remain  doubtful  whether  the 
parties  to  the  individual  contract  really  meant  that  it  should  in- 
clude the  custom."  '^ 

§  1192.  The  late  Mr.   Justice    Story    has    expressed   the  same    J  io80 
sentiments;    and   as  all  the  observations  of  that  great  and  good 


'  Johnston  v.  Usbome,  11  A.  &  E.  557;  Trueman  v.  Loder,  id.  597. 
2  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  597,  598. 
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judge  deserve  especial  respect,  no  apology  seems  necessary  for  in- 
serting the  following  passage  from  one  of  his  judgments:' — "I'' 
own  myself,"  said  he,  "  no  friend  to  the  almost  indiscriminate 
habit  of  late  years,  of  setting  up  particular  usages  or  customs  in 
almost  all  kinds  of  business  and  trade,  to  control,  vary,  or  annul 
the  general  liabilities  of  parties  under  the  common  law,  as  well  as 
under  the  commercial  law.  It  has  long  appeared  to  me,  that  there 
is  no  small  danger  in  admitting  such  loose  and  inconclusive  usages 
and  customs,  often  unknown  to  particular  parties,  and  always  liable 
to  great  misunderstandings  and  misrepresentations  and  abuses,  to 
outweigh  the  well-known  and  well-selected  principles  of  law.  And 
I  rejoice  to  find,  that  of  late  years,  the  courts  of  law,  both  in 
England  and  in  .A-m^rica,  have  been  disposed  to  narrow  the  limits 
of  the  operation  of  such  usages  and  customs,  and  to  discountenance 
any  further  extension  of  them.  The  true  and  appropriate  office  of 
a  usage  or  custom  is,  to  interpret  the  otherwise  undeterminate  in- 
tentions of  parties,  and  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  their 
contracts,  arising,  not  from  express  stipulation,  but  from  mere  im- 
plications and  presumptions,  and  acts  of  a  doubtful  or  equivocal 
character.  It  may  also  be  admitted  to  ascertain  the  true  meaning 
of  a  particular  word,  or  of  particular  words  in  a  given  instrument, 
when  the  word  or  words  have  various  senses,  some  common,  some 
qualified,  and  some  technical,  according  to  the  subject-matter  to 
which  they  are  applied.  But  I  apprehend,  that  it  can  never  be 
proper  to  resort  to  any  usage  or  custom  to  control  or  vary  the 
positive  stipulations  in  a  written  contract,  and  h  fortiori,  not  in 
order  to  contradict  them.  An  express  contract ,  of  the  parties  is 
always  admissible  to  supersede,  or  vary,  or  control  a  usage  or 
custom:  for  the  latter  may  always  be  waived  at  the  will  of  the 
parties.  But  a  written  and  express  contract  cannot  be"  controlled, 
or  varied,  or  contradicted  by  a  usage  or  custom;  for  that  would  be 
not  only  to  admit  parol  evidence  to  control,  vary,  or  contradict 
written  contracts;  but  it  would  be  to  allow  mere  presumptions  and 
implications,  properly  arising  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  ex- 
pressions of  intention,  to  control,  vary,  or  contradict  the  most 
formal  and  deliberate  declarations  of  the  parties." 


'  The  Schooner  Eeeslde,  2  Sumn.  567.  '  Gv.  Ev.  ?  292  n. 
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§  1193.  Besides  the  evidence  o!  usage,  strictly  so  called,  it  seems  g  losi 
that  where  a  written  agreement  is  expressed  in  short  and  incomplete 
terms,  or  contains  words  of  indeterminate  signification,  witnesses, 
present  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement,  may  be  called  to  ex- 
plain that  which  is  per  se  unintelligible;  such  explanation  not 
being  inconsistent  with  the  written  terms.'  On  one  or  two  occa- 
sions, even  conversations  between  the  parties  when  the  contract 
was  being  made,  have  been  received,  in  proof  of  the  sense  which 
they  attached  to  the  ambiguous  expressions.  ^  The  principle,  how- 
ever, of  these  cases  is  not  very  clear,  and  no  great  weight  should, 
in  prudence,  be  attached  to  them.^ 


§  1194.  Passing  now  to  the  consideration  of  the  second  deserip-  i  1082 
tion  of  evidence,  which  is  admissible  in  explanation  of  written 
instruments,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  broad  and  distinct  rule  of 
law,  that  extrinsic  evidence  of  every  material  fact,  which  will  enable 
the  court  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  qualities  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  instrument,  or,  in  other  words,  .to  identify  the  persons  and 
things  to  which  the  instrument  refers,  must  of  necessity  be  received.* 
Whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  document  under  review,  the  object 
is  to  discover  the  intention  of  the  writer  as  evidenced  by  the  words 
he  has  used;  and  in  order  to  do  this,  the  judge  must  put  himself 
in  the  writer's  place,  and  then  see  how  the  terms  of  the  instrument 
aflPect  the  property  or  subject-matter.^  With  this  view,  extrinsic 
evidence  must  be  admissible  of  all  the  circumstances  surrounding 


1  Sweet  V.  Lee,  3  M.  &  Gr.  452,  460. 

^  BircH  V  Depeyster,   1  Stark.  R.  210,  per   Gibbs,    C.  J. ;  Gray  v.  Harper, 
1  Story,  E.  574;  Selden  v.  "Williams,  9  "Watts,  9. 
'  See  Smith  v.  Jefiryes,  15  M.  &  "W.  561. 

*  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  367,  368,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Shore  v.  "Wilson, 
9  CI.  &  Fin.  556,  Per  Parke,  B.;  "Wigr.  "Wills,  65;  Doe  v.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad. 
771,  785,  786,  per  Parke,  J. ;  1  N.  &  M.  512,  S.  C. ;  E.  v.  "Wooldale,  6  Q.  B. 
549,  565,  per  Coleridge,  J.  See  Macdonald  v.  Longbottom,  1  E.  &  E.  977; 
28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  293,  S.  C. ;  29  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  256,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch. ;  Mumford  v. 
Gething,  29  L.  J.,  C.  P.  105;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  305,  S.  C;  Chambers  v.  Kelly, 
I.  E.,  7  C.  L.  231;  McCollin  v.  Gilpin,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  516. 

*  Shore  v.  "Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  556,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Doe  v.  Martin,  1  N.  &  M. 
524,  per  id.;  Guy  v.  Sharpe,  1  Myl.  &  K.  602,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  "Wigr. 
"Wills,  88. 
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the  author  of  the  instrument.'  In  the  simplest  case  that  can  b^ 
put,  namely,  that  of  an  instrument  appearing  on  its  face  to  be  per- 
fectly intelligible,  inquiry  must  be  made  for  a  subject-matter  to 
satisfy  the  description.  If  an  estate  'be  conveyed  by  the  desig- 
nation of  Blackacre,  parol  evidence  must  be  admitted  to  show  what 
property  is  known  by  that  name;  ^  and  if'  a  testator  devise  a  house 
purchased  of  A.,  or  a  farm  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  it  must  be 
shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  what  house  was  purchased  of  A.,  or 
what  farm  was  in  B.'s  occupation,  before  it  can  be  shown  what  is 
devised.' 

§  1195.  Again,  to  put  an  instance  somewhat  more  complex,  if  the  §  1083 
language  of  the  instrument  be  alike  applicable  to  each  of  several 
persons,  parcels  of  land,  species  of  goods,  monuments,  boundaries, 
writings,  or  circumstances;  or  if  the  terms  be  vague  and  general, 
or  have  divers  meanings ;  parol  evidence  will  always  be  admissible 
of  any  eoetrinsic  circumstances  tending  to  show  what  person  or 
persons,*  or  what  things,  were  intended  by  the  party,  or  to  ascer- 
tain his  meaning  in  any  other  respect.  Thus,  if  the  court  has  to 
determine  whether  a  bequest  of  stock  is  specific  or  pecuniary,  it  will 
not  only  look  to  the  context  of  the  will,  and  the  terms  of  the  gift,  as 
compared  with  those  of  the  other  bequests,  but  it  will  also  receive 
evidence  of  the  state  of  the  testator's  funded  property.*  So,  where 
a  man  has  assigned  all  his  household  goods,  and  the  deed ,  stated 
that  the  particulars  were  set  forth  in  an  inventory  annexed,  the 


■  Sweet  V.  Lee,  3  M.  &  Gr.  466,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Drnmmond, 
1  Dru.  &  War.  367,  per  Sugden,  C;  Drummond  v.  Att.-Gen.,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
862,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Earl  of  Powis,  1  Kay,  207,  per  Wood, 
V.-C;  King's  Coll.  Hospital  v.  Whelldon,  18  Beav.  30;  Blundell  v.  Gladstone, 
1  Phil.  282,  283;  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q.  B.  32,  per  Ld.  Denman; 
Roden  v.  London  Small  Arms  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  213. 

'  Eicketts  v.  Turquand,  1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  472. 

'  Sanford  v.  Eaikes,  1  Mer.  653,  per  Sir  W.  Grant;  Clayton  v.  Ld.  Nugent, 
13  M.  &  W.  207,  per  Eolfe,  B. 

*  See  Grant  v.  Grant,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  8;  39  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  17,  S.  C. ; 
39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  140,  S.  P.  in  another  proceeding;  5  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  380, 
S.  C;  affd.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  272;  and  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  727. 

5  Att.-Gen.  v.  Grote,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  699,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  Wigr.  Wills,  201, 
S.  C;  Boys  v.  Williams,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  689,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  Horwood 
V.  Griffith,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  465;  4  De  Gex.,  M.  &  G.  700,  S.  C. 
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fact  of  no  inventory  being  found  was  held  not  to  invalidate  the  deed, 
but  extrinsic  evidence  was  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  identifying 
the  chattels.'  So,. where  a  testator  had  directed  in  his  will  that  all 
moneys  which  he  had  advanced  or  might  advance  to  his  children, 
"  as  will  appear  in  a  statement  in  my  handwriting,"  should  be 
brought  into  hotchpot,  the  court,  in  addition  to  other  extrinsic 
evidence  of  -the  nature  and  amount  of  the  advances,  admitted  an 
unattested  document,  which,  after  the  date  of  the  will,  had  been 
drawn  up  by  the  testator,  with  the  apparent  view  of  furnishing  a 
guide  to  his  trustees  on  the  subject.^  So,  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  identify  an  imperfectly  executed  testamentary  paper,  if  the 
object  be  to  incorporate  that  document  with  a  duly-attested  codicil, 
which  refers  in  general  terms  to  the  testator's  "last  will."  ^ 

§  1196.  In  the  case  of  Goblet  u.  Beechey,*  the  controversy  turned  §  10e3_ 
on  the  word  "  mod,"  as  used  in  the  following  codicil  of  the  dis- 
tinguished sculptor,  Nollekens.  "  In  case  of  my  death  all  the 
marble  in  the  yard,  the  tools  in  the  shop,  bankers,  mod  tools  for 
carving,"  &c.,  "shall  be  the  property  of  Alex.  Goblet."  The 
plaintiff  contended  that  the  word  meant  "  models  ;"  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  executor,  urged  that  either  it  was  an  abbreviation  ' 
for  "  moulds,"  or  that  it  should  be  read  in  connexion  with  the  words 
which  immediately  followed' it,  and  meant  "modelling  tools  for 
carving."  On  the  one  hand,  it  was  proved,  that  the  legatee  had 
been  in  tjie  testator's  service  for  thirty  years,  and  was  highly  es- 
teemed by  him  as  one  of  his  best  workmen;  and  statuaries  were 
called  to  prove  that  no  such  tools  were  known  as  modelling  tools 
for  carving,  but  that  the  word  "mod  "  would  be  understood  by  any 
sculptor  as  a  simple  abbreviation  of  the  word  models.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  executor  showed  that  the  testator's  models  were 
rare  and  curious  works  of  art,  which  had  sold  for  a  large  sum,  but 
that  all  the  other  articles  mentioned  in  the  codicil  were  of  trifling 


'  England  «.  Downs,  2  Beav.  523,  536. 

^  Whateley  v.  Spooner,  3  Kay  &  J.'  542.     But  see  Smith  v.  Conder,  47  L.  J., 
Ch.,  878,  per  Hall,  V.-C. 

■*  Allen  V.  Maddock,  11  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  427;  In  re  Alniosnino,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  & 
Mat.  46;  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  508,  S.  C;  ante,  ?  1061. 

•  3  Sim.  24;  "Wigr.  "Wills,  185,  S.  C. 
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value;  and  he  further  gave  in  evidence,  that  the  testator  had  a 
great  number  of  moulds  in  his  possession,  which  were  not  specifi- 
cally disposed  of  by  the  will.  Reading  the  codicil  by  the  light  of 
this  extrinsic  evidence,  Vice-Chancellor  Shadwell  came  to  a  decision 
that  the  word  in  question  sufficiently  described  the  testator's 
models;  and  although  this  decree  was  subsequently  reversed  by 
Lord  Brougham,  the  reversal  rested,  not  on  the  inadmissibility  of 
any  portion  of  the  evidence,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  models  had 
been  distinctly  bequeathed  by  the  will  to  another  party,  and  that 
the  meaning  of  the  codicil  was  involved  in  too  much  obscurity  to 
justify  its  operating  as  a  revocation  of  the  prior  bequest.'  In 
another  case,^  a  testator  had  bequeathed  to  his  two  children  the 
several  sums  of  i.x.x.  and  o.x.x.  These  marks  standing  alone  were 
obviously  unintelligible;  but  the  court  allowed  them  to  be  ex- 
plained by  entrinsic  evidence,  showing  that  the  deceased,  when 
alive,  had,  in  his  business  of  a  jeweller,  used  the  symbols  as  de- 
noting respectively  lOOZ.  and  2001. 


§  1197.  In  many  other  cases  of  testamentary  dispositions,  one  §  1084 
construction  would  be  given  to  particular  words,  if  children  were 
living  at  the  time  the  will  was  executed;  and  another  construction, 
if  no  child  was  alive  at  that  period;  and  here  it  is  obvious,  that 
unless  the  court  were  first  made  acquainted  with  the  circumstances 
surroundiiig  the  testator,  it  could  not  with  safety  undertake  to 
construe  the  will.^  So,  if  a  man  were  to  make  a  settlement  for  his 
children,  which  was  involved  in  some  ambiguity,  it  might  be  im- 
possible for  the  court  to  solve  the  doubt,  until  evidence  had  been 
adduced  respecting  the  state  of  the  family  of  the  settlor,  and  the 
circumstances  in  which  he  was  placed  in  relation  to  the  property 
dealt  with.*  So,  where  an  estate,  a  house,  a  mill,  a  factory,  or  a 
farm,  has  been  conveyed  or  devised  eo  nomine,  and  the  question  is 
as  to  what  was  part  and  parcel  thereof,  and  so  passed  by  the  deed 
or  will,  parol  evidence  showing  the  situation  and  limits  of  the 
property,  the  manner  in  which  it  was  acquired,  or  occupied,  and  the 


'  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  624: 

''  Kell  V.  Charmer,  23  Beav.  195. 

'  Per  Sugden,  C,  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Drummond,  1  Dru.  &  War.  367.  *  Id. 
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like,  will  be  always  admissible.'  So,  if  the  language  of  a  guarantee 
leaves  it  doubtful  whether  the  consideration  mentioned  therein  be 
a  past  or  present  consideration,  and,  consequently,  whether  the  in- 
strument be  invalid  or  valid,  parol  evidence  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  given  will  be  received  to  explain  the  ambiguity;^ 
and  perhaps,  in"  such  a  case,  the  court,  without  the  aid  of  any  ex-  i 
trinsic  proof,  would  now  in  the  first  instance  adopt  that  construc- 
tion which  would  support  the  validity  of  the  instrument,  and  would 
cast  upon  the  party  objecting  to  the  guarantee  the  burthen  of  pro- 
ducing evidence  to  show  that  it  was  void.^ 

§  1198.  It  may,  and  indeed  it  often  does,  happen,  that,  in  i  1085 
consequence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  being  proved  in 
evidence,  the  courts  give  to  the  instrument,  thus  relatively  con- 
sidered, an  interpretation  very  different  from  what  it  would  have 
received,  had  it  been  considered  in  the  abstract.  But  this  is  only 
just  and  proper;  since  the  effect  of  the  evidence  is,  not  to  vary 
the  language  employed,  but  merely  to  explain  the  sense  in  which 
the  writer  understood  it.  Thus,  a  contract  or  other  instrument, 
which  prima  facie  would  seem  to  have-  created  a  joint-tenancy 
between  two  persons,  may  be  construed  as  having  simply  estab- 
lished a  tenancy  in  common,  if  it  can  be  shown,  not  indeed  by 
parol  testimony  of  intention,  but  by  evidence  of  the  acts  and 
dealings  of  the  parties,  and  of  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
that  this  last  construction  is  that  which  the  instrument  was 
originally  intended  to  bear.*     Where  certain  premises  were  leased, 


'  Doe  V.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad.  785,  per  Parke,  J. ;  Doe  v.  Burt,  1  T.  E.  704,  per 
Bnller,  J. ;  Castle  v.  Fox,  11  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  542;  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  302,  S.  C;  "Webb 
V.  Byng,  1  Kay  &  J.  580;  Doe  v.  Ld.  Jersey,  1  B.  &  A.  550 ;.S.  C.  in  Dom. 
Proc,  3  B.  &  C.  870;  Okeden  v.  Clifden,  2  Rnss.  309;  Eopps  v.  Barker,  4  Pick. 
239;  Farrar  v.  Stackpole,  6  Greenl.  154. 

'  Goldshede  v.  Swan,  1  Ex.  E.  154,  and  cases  there  cited;  Edwards  v. 
Jevons,  8  Com.  B.  436;  Colbourn  v.  Dawson,  10  Com.  B.  765;  Bainbridge  v. 
Wade,  16  Q.  B.  89;  Hoad  v.  Grace,  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  98;  7  H.  &  N.  494,  S. 
C;  Wood  V.  Priestner,  4  H.  &  C.  681;  Heffield -k.  Meadows,  4  Law  Eep., 
C.  P.  595. 

'  Steele  v.  Hoe,  14  Q.  B.  431;  Brown  v.  Batchelor,  1  H.  &  N.  255.  See 
Mare  v.  Charles,  5  E.  &  B.  978;  and,  also,  19  &  20  V.,  c.  97,  §  3,  cited  ante, 
?  1030. 

*  Harrison  v.  Barton,  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  213,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 
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including  a  yard  described  by  the  metes  and  bounds,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  a  cellar  under  the  yard  was  or  was  not 
included  in  the  lease;  verbal  evidence  was  held  admissible  to  show, 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  the  cellar  was  in  the  occupancy  of 
another  tenant,  and,  therefore,  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended 
by  the  parties  that  it  should  pass  by  the  lease'.'  So,  where  a 
testator  had  devised,  in  1804,  "all  his  lands  in  the  parish  of 
Doynton "  to  his  daughter,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  a  farm, 
which  at  that  date  was  generally  reputed  to  be  wholly  in  Doynton, 
but  which  subsequently  turned  out  to  be  partly  in  another  parish, 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  rightly  held  that  the  entire  farm  passed 
under  the  will.^  So,  where  a  fine  had  been  levied  for  twenty  acres 
of  land  and  twelve  messuages  in  Chelsea,  evidence  was  admitted  to 
show  that;  though  the  conusor's  estate  at  Chelsea  was  under 
twenty  acres,  he  had  nineteen  houses  on  it;  and  as,  read  in  con- 
nexion with  these  facts,  the  language  of  the  fine  was  ambiguous, 
further  proof  was  received  as  to  what  particular  part  of  the  property 
was  intended  to  be  included  in  it.^ 


§  1199.  Again,  an  est&te  was  devised  to  Mary  Beynon's  three  §  io85 
daughters,  Mary,  Elizabeth,  and  Ann.  At  the  date  of  the  will, 
Mary  Beynon  had  two  illegitimate  daughters,  namely,  Mary  and 
Ann,  and  a  younger  illegitimate  child,  named  Elizabeth.  Thus, 
two  persons  only  were  in  existence,  who  correctly  answered  the 
description  in  the  devise;  yet  still  Elizabeth,  the  illegitimate 
daughter,  might  have  been  included  therein,  had  it  clearly  appeared 
that  the  testator  so  intended.  In  order,  however,  to  rebut  her 
claim,  extrinsic  evidence  was  admitted,  which  showed  that  Mary 
Beynon  had  formerly  had  a  legitimate  daughter  named  Elizabeth, 
who  was  born  in  the  order  stated  in  the  will;  and  that,  though 
this  daughter  had  died  several  years  before  the  date  of  the  will,  her 
death  was  unknown  to  the  testator,  who  had  also  been  studiously 
kept  in  ignorance  of  the  birth  of  the  natural  child;  and  under 


'  2  Poth.  Obi.  185;  Doe  v.  Burt,  1  T.  E.  701. 
'  Austee  v.  Nelms,  1  H.  &  N.  225. 

'  Doe  V.  "Wilford,  1  C.  &  P.  284;  Ry.  &  M.  88,  S.  C;  Denn  v.  Wilford,  2  C. 
&  P.  173. 
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these  circumstances  the  jury  were  held  to  have  rightly  decided 
that  the  illegitimate  daughter  Elizabeth  was  not  entitled  to  the 
devise  in  question.' 

§  1200.  So,  also,  if  an  order  of  removal  has  been  quashed  i  1086 
generally  by  the  Sessions,  the  removing  parish,  on  the  trial  of  an 
appeal  against  a  subsequent  order  of  removal,  may  show  by  parol 
evidence  the  state  of  things  when  the  first  order  was  quashed, 
and  that  the  Sessions  in  quashing  it  intended  to  pronounce  no 
decision  on  the  merits  of  the  settlement.^  For  although  an  order 
of  Sessions  quashing  an  order  of  removal  is  prima  facie  evidence> 
that  the  pauper  was  not  settled  in  the  appellant  parish,^ — ^yet,  as 
the  decision  may  have  proceeded,  either  on  that  ground,  or  on  the 
ground  that  the  pauper  was  then  not  chargeable,  or  was  irremov- 
able, and  as  the  language  of  the  order  of  Sessions  is  consistent 
with  any  one  of  these  hypotheses,  it  must  be  competent  for  the 
respondents  to  prove  the  particular  ground  on  which  the  decision 
rested.* 


§  1201.  But  although  evidence  of  all  the  circumstances,  which  ^  1087 
surrounded  the  author  of  a  written  instrument,  will  be  received 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  his  intentions,  yet  those  intentions 
must  ultimately  be  determined  by  the  language  of  the  instrument, 
as  explained  by  the  extrinsic  evidence  ;  and  no  proof,  however 
conclusive  in  its  nature,  can  be  admitted,  with  the  view  of  setting 
up  an  intention  inconsistent  with  the  known  meaning  of  the 
writing  itself.^  For,  the  duty  of  the  court  in  all  these  cases  is  to 
ascertain,  not  what  the  parties  may  have  really  intended,  as  con- 
tradistinguished   from    what    their   words    express  ;   but  simply. 


'  Doe  V.  Beynon,  12  A.  &  E.  431;  4  P.  &  D.  193,  S.  C;  Phillips  v.  Barker, 
23  L.  J.,  Ch.  44,  per  Stuart,  V.-C. ;  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  583,  S.  C. 

^  E.  V.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  526,  537;  E.  v.  Wheelock,  5  B.  &  C. 
511;  E.  V.  Perranzabuloe,  3  Q.  B.  400,  402,  per  Patteson,  J.;  E.  v.  Flintshire, 
1  New  Sess.  Cas.  288;  2  Dowl.  &  L.  143,  S.  C. 

'  E.  V.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  535,  per  Parke,  J. ;  E.  v.  Yeoveley, 
8  A.  &  E.  818,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

*  E.  V.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  533,  per  Ld.  Denman,  535,  per 
Parke,  J. 

*  Newenham  v.  Smith,  10  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  245,  256,  257,  per  Pigot,  C.  B. 
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■what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  they  have  used.'  It  is  merely 
a  duty  of  interpretation;  that  is,  to  find  out  the  true  sense  of  the 
written  words,  as  the  parties  used  them;  and  of  construction,  that 
is,  when  the  true  sense  is  ascertained,  to  subject  the  instrument  to 
the  established  rules  of  law.^ 


§  1202.  In  no  case  therefore, — except,  as  will  be  presently  pointed  §1088 
out,^  where  the  description  in  the  document  would  equally  apply 
to  any  one  of  two  or  more  subjects,*  or  where  the  object  is  to  rebut 
an  equity,^ — is  it  permitted  to  explain  the  language  of  a  written 
instrument  by  evidence  of  the  private  views,  the  secret  intentions, 
the  known  principles,  or  even  the  express  parol  declarations  of 
the  writer;  but,  in  all  cases  alike,  the  court  must  expound  the 
instrument  in  strict  accordance  with  the  language  employed;  and 
if  the  primary  meaning  of  this  language  be  unambiguous,  both 
with  reference  to  the  context,  and  to  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  parties  to  the  instrument  were  placed  at  the  time  of  making  it, 
such  primary  meaning  must  be  taken  conclusively  to  be  that  in 
which  the  parties  used  the  language,  and  no  extrinsic  evidence  can 
be  received  to  show,  that  in  fact  they  used  it  in  any  other  sense,  or 
had  any  other  intention." 

§  1203.  For  instance,'  parol  evidence  has  repeatedly  been  re-    ^  1089 
jected,  when  tendered  to  show  what  persons  a  testator  meant  to 
include  or  exclude  in  employing  the  words  "relations;"*  what 

\  Doe  V.  Gwillim,  5  B.  &  Ad.  139,  per  Parke,  J. ;  Doe  v.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad. 
786,  per  id.;  1  N.  &  M.  524,  S.  C;  Shore  ».  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  525,  per 
Coleridge,  J. ;  556,  per  Parke,  B. ;  566,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Beaumont  v.  Field, 
2  Chit.  E.  275,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. ;  Richardson  v.  Watson,  4  B.  &  Ad.  800,  per 
Parke,  J. ;  Eickman  v.  Carstairs,  5  B.  &  Ad.  662,  663,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

^  See  Leiber's  Legal  and  Polit.  Hermeneutics,  c.  1,  ?  8,  and  c.  3,  §§  2,  3; 
Doct.  &  Stu.  39,  c.  24. 

'  Post,  U  1206,  1227. 

*  Shore  1).  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  557,  per  Parke,  B. 
5  See  post,  ??  1227—1230. 

«  Shore  u.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  525,  per  Coleridge,  J.;  556,  per  Parke,  B.; 
565,  566,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  The  ease  of  Ee  Peel,  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  46; 
39  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  36,  S.  C. ;  may  be  considered  by  some  unprofessional 
men  as  a  reduction  of  this  rule  to  an  absurdity. 

'  For  other  instances,  see  ante,  I'i  1155,  1156. 

*  Groodinge  v.    Goodinge,  1   Ves.   Sen.    230;   Edye  v.  Salisbury,  Amb.  70; 
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articles  he  intended  to  give  by  the  word  "plate,"  '  what  property 
he  thought  he  devised  by  the  expression  "  lands  out  of  settle- 
ment," '  and  .the  like;'  for  in  all  these  cases,  as  the  legal  signifi- 
cation of  the  language  used  was  plain,  it  mattered  not  in  point  of 
law  what  the  testator  intended;  the  sole  question  being,  non  quod 
voluit,  sed  quod  dixit.*  Indeed,  if  this  were  not  the  nile  of  law 
no  lawyer  would  be  safe  in  advising  upon  the  construction  of  a 
written  instrument,  nor  any  party  in  taking  under  it;  for  the  ablest 
advice  might  be  controlled,  and  the  clearest  title  undermined,  if,  at 
some  future  period,  parol  evidence  of  a  particular  meaning  which 
the  party  affixed  to  his  words,  or  of  his  secret  intention  in  making 
the  instrument,  or  of  the  objects  he  meant  to  benefit  under  it, 
might  be  set  up  to  contradict  or  vary  the  plain  language  of  the 
instrument  itself.' 


§  1203a.  Though  declarations  of  intention,  except  in  the  cases 
before  alluded  to,  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  to  explain  an 
ambiguity  in  a  written  instrument,  yet,  they  are  not  always  doomed 
to  exclusion,  when  the  question  does  not  turn  on  the  meaning  of 
the  language  employed.  For  instance,  if  a  will  be  lost,  evidence  of 
the  testator's  declarations  of  intention  will  be  admissible  in  proof  of 
its  contents;  °  and  if  the  question  relate  to  the  constituent  parts  of 
an  existing  will,  similar  statements,  whether  oral  or  written,  and 
whether  made  before   or  after    it  was  signed,  may  be    given   in 


Green  w.  Howard,  1  Br.  C.  C.  31.     See  Sullivan  v.  Sullivan,  I.  R.,  4  Eq.  457, 
where  the  words  were  "my  dearly  beloved." 

1  NichoUs  V.  Osborn,  2  P.  Wms,  419;  Kelly  v.  Powlett,  Amb.  605. 

^  Strode  v.  Eussell,  2  Vern.  621. 

'  See  other  instances  collected  in  Wigr.  Wills,  99 — 105.  See,  also,  Doe  v. 
Hubbard,  15  Q.  B.  227;  Horwood  v.  Griffith,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  465;  4  De  Gex, 
M.  &  G.  700,  S.  C;  Hicks  v.  Sallitt,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  571;  Millard  v.  Bailey, 
1  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  378;  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  312,  S.  C,  per  Wood,  V.-C.  In  Knight 
r.  Knight,  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  644,  Stuart,  V.-C,  appears  fo  have  utterly  ignored 
this  rule,  holding  that  extrinsic  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that,  under 
the  words  "ready  money,"  a  testator  meant  that  shares  in  an  insurance  com- 
pany should  pass.     Sed  qu. 

*  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  558,  559,  per  Parke,  B. 

^  Id.  566,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

"  Sugden  v.  I^d.  St.  Leonards,  45  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  45;  L.  E.,  1  P.  D. 
154,  S.  C. 
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evidence  to  show  ■what  was  or  was  not  a  part  of  the  instrument 
at  the  time  of  its  execution.' 


§  1204  Moreover,  the  rule  has  been  somewhat  relaxed  in  order  to  g  ]090 
■facilitate  the  inteTpretation  of  ancient  writings.  Here,  if  the  instru- 
ment be  an  old  one,  and  its  meaning  doubtful,  the  acts  of  the  author, 
which  are  only  modes  of  expressing  intention  more  weighty  than 
words,  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  aid  of  its  construction.  Thus,  in 
the  case  of  the  Attorney- General  v.  Brazenose  College,^  the  House 
of  Lords  held,  that  proof  of  the  application  of  the  funds  of  an 
ancient  charity  by  the  original  founder,  and  first  trustee,  was  strong 
evidence  of  intention,  and  might  be  so  treated  by  the  court  in 
construing  the  grant.  So,  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney- General  v. 
Drummond,^  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden, — while  acknowledging  that 
he  could  not  receive  e^vidence  of  the  declarations  of  the  founder  of 
an  ancient  charity,  either  against,  or  in  favour  of,  his  grant, — held 
that  he  was  clearly  entitled  to  inquire  as  to  what  acts  the  founder 
had  done  in  relation  to  the  charity;  and  his  lordship  observed, 
that  one  of  the  most  settled  rules  of  law  for  the  construction  of 
ambiguities  in  ancient  instruments  was,  that  the  court  might 
resort  to  contemporaneous  usage  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the 
deed.  "  Tell  me,"  said  he,  "  what  you  have  done  under  such  a 
deed,  and  I  will  tell  you  what  that  deed  means."  *  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal,  also,  has  declared,  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  sense  of  an  old  charity  grant,  evidence  of  "  the 
early  and  contemporaneous  application  of  the  funds  of  the  charity 
itself  by  the  original  trustees  under  the  deed,"  was  certainly 
admissible.^ 


§  1205.  In  each  of  the   three   examples  given  in  the  preceding    g  1091 

'  Gould  V.  Lakes,  49,  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  59;  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  1,  S.  C. 

^  2  CI.  &  Fin.  295. 

»  1  Dru.  &  War.  353,  366,  375,  376;  aflf.  on  appeal,  Drummond  v.  Att.-Gen., 
2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  837. 

*  1  Dm.  &  "War.  368. 

^  Shore  v.  "Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  569;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Sidney  Sussex  Coll.,  38 
L.  J.,  Ch.  657,  659,  660,  perLd.  Hatherley,  C;  4  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  722,  732, 
S.  C;  Att.-Gen,  v.  May.  of  Bristol,  2  Jac.  &  "W.  121,  per  Ld.  Eldon.  See  7 
&  8  v.,  c.  45,  ?  2,  cited  ante,  ?  75. 

(3894) 


CHAP.    XIX.J    ANCIENT   DOCUMENTS   EXPLAINED   BY   USAGE.  1025 

sectioa,  the  question  turned  on  the  construction  of  a  charity  grant; 
but  as  these  instruments  possess  no  peculiarity,  which  would 
warrant  the  adoption  of  a  special  rule  of  evidence  with  respect  to 
them,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  proposition,  that  all  ancient 
instruments  of  every  description  may,  in  the  event  of  their  con- 
taining ambiguous  language,  but  in  that  event  alone,  be  interpreted 
by  what  is  called  contemporaneous  and  continuous  usage  under 
them,  or  in  other  words,  by  evidence  of  the  mode  in  which  property 
dealt  with  by  them  has  been  held  and  enjoyed.'  For  instance, 
the  contemporaneous  acts  of  occupiers  of  land  have  been  admitted 
in  evidence  to  explain  the  meaning  of  an  ambiguous  award  under 
an  old  enclosure  Act.''  So,  where  the  question  was  whether  the 
soil,  or  merely  the  herbage,  passed  under  the  term  "  pastura " 
contained  in  an  ancient  admission  as  entered  on  the  court-rolls  of  a 
manor,  evidence  was  received  to  show  that  the  tenants  had  for  a 
long  series  of  years  enjoyed  the  land  itself.'  So,  the  by-laws  of  a 
corporation  may  be  taken  as  an  exposition  of  their  charter;*  and 
evidence  of  contemporaneous,  or  even  of  constant  modern,^  usage 
will  be  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  meaning  and 
effect  of  an  ancient  grant  or  charter  from  the  Crown,*  or  of  any 
private  deed,  or  other  instrument,  of  remote  antiquity.'     So,  also, 

'  Weld'U.  Hornby,  7  East,  199,  perLd.  EUenborough  ;  Waterpark  v.  Fennell, 
7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  650  ;  Donegall  v.  Templemore,  9  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  374  ;  D. 
of  Devonshire  v.  Neill,  2  L.  E.  Ir.,  Ex.  163—165,  per  Palles,  C.  B. ;  Att.- 
Gen.  V.  Parker,  3  Atk.  577,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke ;  E.  v.  Dulwieh  College,  17 
Q.  B.  600 ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Murdoch,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  86.  In  Att.-Gen.  v.  St. 
Cross  Hospital,  17  Beav.  435,  464,  465,  Sir  J.  Eomilly,  M.  E.,  held,  that  no 
presumption  could  be  made  against  the  clear  ostensible  purpose  of  the  founda- 
tion, though  it  were  supported  by  a  usage  of  150  years.  See  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Clapham,  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  591. 

'  Wadley  v.  Baylis,  5  Taunt.  752  ;  recognised  by  Cresswell,  J.,  in  Doe  v. 
Be\dss,  7  Com.  B.  511  ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Boston,  1  De  Gex  &  Sim.  519,  527. 

■''  Doe  V.  Beviss,  7  Com.  B.  456  ;  Stammers  v.  Dixon,  7  East,  200.  • 

*  Davis  V.  Waddington,  7  M.  &  Gr.  44,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

5  Chad.  r.  Tilsed,  2  B.  &  B.  403 ;  Doe  v.  Beviss,  7  Com.  B.  456  ;  D.  of 
Beaufort  r.  -Way.  of  Swansea,  3  Ex.  R.  413 ;  Master  Pilots  and  Seamen  of 
Newcastle  v.  Bradley,  2  E.  &  B.  428,  n.;  Shephard  v.  Payne,  3  New  E.  580, 
per  Ex.  Ch.  on  App.  from  C.  P.;  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  132,  S.  C. 

*  May.  of  London  v.  Long,  1  Camp.  22,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  E.  v.  Varlo, 
1  Cowp.  248 ;  Blankley  v.  Winstanley,  3  T.  E.  279  ;  Bradley  v.  Pilots  of  New- 
castle, 2  E.  &  B.  427 ;  Jenkins  v.  Harvey,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  877 ;  2  C.  M.  &  E. 
393,  S.  C. ;  Brune  v.  Thompson,  4  Q.  B.  543. 

'  Withnell  v.  Gartham,  6  T.  E.  397,  398,  per  Ld.  Kenyon  ;  Weld  v.  Hornby, 
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when  the  language  of  an  old  statute  is  doubtful,  the  maxim,  optimus 
interpres  rerum  usus,  will  be  held  to  apply.' 


§  1206.  Besides  general  proof  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  5  1092 
respecting  the  persons  or  things  to  which  the  instrument  relates, 
which  is  undoubtedly  legitimate,  and  often  necessary,  evidence,  in 
order  to  enable  the  court  to  understand  the  meaning  and  application 
of  the  language  employed,  the  declarations  of  the  writer  of  the 
instrument  vmll,  as  before  mentioned,^  he  receivable  in  evidence,  in 
a  particular  class  of  cases;  namely,  where  extrinsic  evidence  has 
shown  that  a  description  in  the  instrument  is  alike  applicable,  with 
legal  certainty,  to  two  or  more  persons  or  things. 

§  1207.  The  doctrine  on  this  subject  has  been  lucidly  explained  I  WAS 
by  Lord  Abinger,  in  an  important  will  cause  in  the  Exchequer.' 
After  stating  the  general  rule,  that  the  meaning  of  a  will  may  be 
explained  by  evidence  of  all  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
testator,  his  lordship  goes  on  to  observe, — "  But  there  is  another 
mode  of  obtaining  the  intention  of  the  testator,  which  is  by  evi- 
dence of  his  declarations,  of  the  instructions  given  for  his  will,  and 
other  circumstances  of  the  like  nature,  which  are  not  adduced  for 
explaining  the  words  or  meaning  of  the  will,  but  either  to  supply 
some  deficiency,  or  remove  some  obscurity,  or  to  give  some  effect  to 
expressions  that  are  unmeaning  or  ambiguous.  Now,  there  is  hut 
one  case,*  in  which  it  appears  to  us  that  this  sort  of  evidence  of 
intention  can  properly  be  admitted,  and  that  is,  where  the  meaning 
of  the  testator's  words  is  neither  ambiguous  nor  obscure,  and  where 
the  devise  is  on  the  face  of  it  perfect  and  intelligible,  but,  from 
some  of  the  circumstances  admitted  in  •  proof,  an  ambiguity  arises, 


7  East,  199,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough  ;  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  May.  of  Swansea,  3 
Ex.  R.  635 ;  Sadlier  v.  Biggs,  4  H.  of  Ld.  Gas.  435  ;  Waterpark  v.  Fennell, 
7  H.  of  L.  Gas.  650. 

'  R.  V.  Scott,  3  T.  R.  604,  per  Ld.  Kenyon ;  Sheppard  v.  Gosnold,  Vaugh. 
169  ;  R.  V.  Abp.  of  Canterbury,  18  Q.  B.  581,  per  Goleridge,  J.,  627,  per 
Patteson,  J.;  Montrose  Peer.,  1  Macq.  So.  Gas.,  H.  of  L.  401. 

^  Ante,  ?  1202. 

'  Doe  D.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  363.  See  Gharter  v.  Gharter,  43  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  73,  in  Dom.  Proc;  7  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  364,  S.  G. 

*  As  to  rebutting  an  equity,  see  §§  1227—1230. 
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as  to  which  of  the  two  or  more  things,'  or  which  of  the  two  or  more 
persons  (each  answering  the  words  in  the  will),  the  testator  intended 
to  express.  Thus,  if  a  testator  devise  his  manor  of  S.  to  A.  B., 
and  has  two  manors  of  North  S.  and  South  S.,  it  being  clear 
he  means  to  devise  one  only,  whereas  both  are  equally  denoted  by 
the  wordB  he  has  used,  in  that  case  there  is  what  Lord  Bacon  calls 
'  an  equivocation,'  that  is,  the  words  equally  apply  to  either  manor, 
and  evidence  of  previous  intention  may  be  received  to  solve  this 
latent  ambiguity;^  for  the  intention  shows  what  he  meant  to  do; 
and  when  you  know  that,  you  immediately  perceive  that  he  has 
done  it  by  the  general  words  he  has  used,  which,  in  their  ordinary 
sense,  may  properly  bear  that  construction.  It  appears  to  us,  that, 
in  all  other  cases,  parol  evidence  of  what  was  the  testator's  intention 
ought  to  be  excluded,,  upon  this  plain  ground,  that  his  will  ought 
to  be  made  in  writing;  and  if  his  intention  cannot  be  made  to  appear 
by  the  writing,  explained  by  circumstances,  there  is  no  will."^ 

§  1208.  In  conformity  with  the  rule  thus  laid  down,  it  has  been  §  lu94 
decided,  that,  where  a  testator  had  devised  one  house  "  to  George 
Gord,  the  son  of  George  Gord;"  another  "to  George  Gord,  the 
son  of  John  Gord;"  and  a  third,  after  the  expiration  of  certain  life 
estates,  "to  George  Gord,  the  son  of  Gord;"  evidence  of  his  de- 
clarations was  admissible  to  show,  that  the  person  meant  to  be 
designated  by  the  last  description  was  George  the  son  of  George 
Gord.*  So,  where  the  devise  was  "  to  John  Allen  the  grandson  of 
my  brother  Thomas,  and  I  charge  the  same  with  the  payment  of 
100/.  to  each  and  every  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said  John 
Allen; "  and  it  appeared  that,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  testator's 
brother  Thomas  had  two  grandsons  named  John  Allen,  one  having 
several  brothers  and  sisters,  and  the  other  having  one  brother  and 
one  sister;  the  court  received  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  the 
testator,  to  show  which  grandchild  was  intended.^     So,  where  lands 


'  See  Harman  v.  Gurner,  35  Beav.  478. 
^  See  Douglas  v.  Fellows,  1  Kay,  114,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 
'  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  368,  369. 

*  Doe  V.  Needs,  2  M.  &  W.  129;  Doe  v.  Morgan,  1  C.  &  M.  235. 
=  Doe  V.  Allen,  12  A.  &  E.  451;'  4  P.  &  D.  220,  S.  C;  Fleming  v.  Fleming, 
31  L.  J.,  Ex.  419;  1  H.  &  C.  242,  S.  C. 
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were  left  to  John  Cluer,  of  Calcot,  and  two  persons,  father  and  son, 
were  of  that  name,  parol  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  to  leave 
them  to  the  son,  was  held  admissible.'  So,  where  property  was 
devised  to  "William  Marshall,  my  second  cousin,"  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  testator  had  no  second  cousin  of  that  name,  but  that 
he  had  two  first  cousins  once  removed,  one  named  William  Marshall, 
and  the  other  named  William  John  Eobert  Blandford  Marshall, 
Vice- Chancellor  Page  Wood  admitted  parol  evidence  to  resolve  this 
latent  ambiguity.'' 

§  1209.  Where  declarations  of  intention  are  receivable  in  evi-  ?  1095 
dence,  the  rule  most  consistent  with  modern  authorities  seems  to 
be,  that  their  admissibility  does  not  depend  upon  the  time  when 
they  were  made.  Contemporaneous  declarations  will  certainly  be 
entitled,  cseteris  paribus,  to  greater  weight  than  those  made  before 
or  after  the  execution;  but  in  point  of  law  no  distinction  can  be 
drawn  between  them ; '  unless  the  subsequent  declarations,  instead 
of  relating  to  what  the  declarant  had  done,  or  had  intended  to  do, 
by  the  instrument  written  by  him,  were  simply  to  refer  to  what  he 
intended  to  do,  or  wished  to  be  done,  at  the  time  of  speaking.* 
Neither  will  the  admissibility  of  declarations  rest  on  the  manner  in 
which  they  were  made,  or  on  the  occasions  which  called  them  forth; 
for  whether  they  consist  of  statements  gravely  made  to  the  parties 
chiefly  interested,  or  of  instructions  to  professional  men,  or  of  light 
conversations,  or  of  angry  answers  to  the  impertinent  inquiries  of 
strangers,  they  will  be  alike  received  in  evidence,  though  the  credit 
due  to  them  will  of  course  vary  materially  according  to  the  time  and 
circumstances.  * 

§  1210.  Though  declarations  of  intention  are,  as  above  stated,    ?  1096 

'  Jones  V.  Newman,  1  W.  Bl.  60;  explained  in  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  & 
W.  370. 

^  Bennett  v.  Marshall,  2  Kay  &  J.  740;  Ee  O'Reilly,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
5.     See  Webber  v.  Corbett,  43  I..  J.,  Ch.  164. 

'  Doe  V.  Allen,  12  A.  &  E.  455,  per  Ld.  Denman,  as  to  subsequent  declara- 
tions; Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  369,  per  Ld.  Abinger,  as  to  previous 
declarations.  See,  contrA,  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  6  T.  E.  671;  Strode  v.  Russell, 
2  Vern.  625. 

*  "Whitaker  y.  Tatham,  7  Bing.  628. 

'  Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  7  Ves.  518,  per  Ld.  Eldon. 
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inadmissible,  except  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  a  latent  ambiguity 
in  the  instrument,  this  rule  will  not  preclude  mere  collateral  state 
merits  made  by  the  author  of  the  instrument  respecting  the  persons 
or  things  mentioned  therein.  For  instance,  to  take  the  case  of  a  ' 
■will,  the  testator  may  have  habitually  called  certain  persons  or 
things  by  peculiar  names,  by  which  they  were  not  commonly  known. 
If  these  names  should  occur  in  his  wUl,  they  could  only  be  ex- 
plained and  construed  by  the  aid  of  evidence  to  show  the  sense  in 
which  he  used  them,  in  like  manner  as  if  his  will  were  written 
in  cipher,  or  in  a  foreign  language.  The  habits  of  the  testator  in 
these  particulars  must  be  receivable  as  evidence  to  explain  the 
meaning  of  his  will.'  Thus,  in  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,^  where  the 
question  was,  whether  the  second  son  of  Joseph  Weld,  of  Lul worth, 
was  the  party  beneficially  entitled  under  a  devise  in  trust  for  "  the 
second  son  of  Edmond  Weld,  of  Lulworth,  Esq.,"  parol  evidence 
was  admitted  to  show  that  the  testator  had  on  several  occasions, 
even  after  correction,  called  the  possessor  of  Lulworth  "Edmond." 

§  1211.  The  case  of  Lee  v.  Pain '  affords  a  good  illustration  of  I  1097 
this  doctrine.  There,  a  testatrix,  by  a  codicil  dated  in  1836,  had 
bequeathed  "  to  Mrs.  and  Miss  Bowden,  of  Hammersmith,  widow 
and  daughter  of  the  late  Eev.  Mr.  Bowden,  200Z.  each. "  These 
legacies  were  claimed  by  a  Mrs.  Washbourne  and  her  daughter.  It 
appeared  in  evidence,  that  Mrs.  Washbourne  was  the  daughter  of 
the  Eev.  J.  Bowden,  who  died  in  1812,  and  the  widow  of  the  Eev. 
D.  Washbourne,  a  dissenting  minister  at  Hammersmith.  Mrs. 
Bowden  died  in  1820,  since  which  time  no  person  had  lived  at  Ham- 
mersmith answering  the  description  in  the  codicil.  It  further 
appeared  that  the  testatrix,  who  was  of  great  age,  had  been  inti- 
mately acquainted  with  the  Bowdens  and  the  Washbournes;  that 
she  had  been  in  the  habit  of  calling  Mrs.  Washbourne  by  her 
maiden  name  of  Bowden;  and  that  being  often  reminded  of  the 
mistake,  she  had  always  acknowledged  that  she  had  confounded  the 


'  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  368,  per  Ld.  Abinger.  See,  also.  Doe  v. 
Hubbard,  15  Q.  B.  227,  237,  per  Erie,  J. 

'  11  Sim.  467,  470;  1  Phill.  284,  285,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Mostyn  v.  Mostyn, 
3  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  140,  aff.  in  Dom.  Proc,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  925;  5  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
155,  S.  C.  M  Hare,  251—253.     See,  also,  R.  v.  "Wooldale,  6  Q.  B.  549. 
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two  names.  Under  these  circumstances,  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram 
decided  that  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  their  respective  legacies. 
So,  where  a  bequest  was  made  to  "  Mrs.  G.,"  parol  evidence  was 
admitted  to  show  that  the  testator  had  been  in  the  habit  of  calling 
a  Mrs.  Gregg,  Mrs.  G  "  '  The  case  of  Beaumont  v.  Fell  ^  carries 
this  doctrine  to  its  extreme  limit.  There,  a  legacy,  given  to 
Catherine  Earnley,  was  claimed  by  Gertrude  Yardley ;  and  it  appear- 
ing that  no  such  person  was  known  as  Catherine  Earnley,  proof  was 
received  that  the  testator  usually  called  the  claimant  Gatty,  which 
might  easily  have  been  mistaken  by  the  scrivener  who  drew  the  will 
for  Katy,  and  the  court,  acting  on  this,  and  on  other  evidence 
of  a  like  nature,  was  perhaps  justified  in  deciding  in  favour  of  the 
claimant. 

§  1212.  This  rule,  which  governs  the  admissibility  of  declara- 
tions of  intention,  will  be  better  understood  by  referring  to  a  few 
cases,  where  evidence  of  such  declarations  has  been  rejected;  and 
these  cases  will  be  cited  the  more  readily,  because  they  illustrate  a 
distinction,  which  has  been  recognised  since  the  days  of  Lord  Bacon, 
as  subsisting  between  latent  and  patent  ambiguities.  The  leading 
doctrine  on  this  subject  is  thus  given  by  that  great  philosophical 
lawyer: — "  Ambiguitas  verborum  latens,  verificatione  suppletur  ; 
nam  quod  ex  facto  oritur  ambiguum  verificatione  facti  toUitur."  ' 
Upon  which  he  remarks,  that  "  There  be  two  sorts  of  ambiguities 
of  words,  the  one  is  ambiguitas  patens,  and  the  other  latens. 
Patens  is  that  which  appears  to  be  ambiguous  upon  the  deed  or  in- 
strument; latens  is  that  which  seemeth  certain  and  without  am- 
biguity, for  anything  that  appeareth  upon  the  deed  or  instrument  ; 
but  there  is  some  collateral  matter  out  of  the  deed  that  breedeth 
the  ambiguity.  Ambiguitas  patens  is  never  holpen  by  averment; 
and  the  reason  is,  because  the  law  will  not  couple  and  mingle 
matter  of  specialty,  which  is  of  the  higher  account,  with  matter  of 


'  Abbott  V.  Massie,  3  Ves.  148,  explained  by  Rolfe,  B.,  in  Clayton  v.  Ld. 
Nugent,  13  M.  &  W.  204,  207.  See,  also,  in  the  goods  of  Franfois  deEosaz, 
46  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  6;  L.  E.,  2  P.  D.  66,  S.  C. 

''  2  P.  Wms.  141.  In  this  case  declarations  of  the  testator  were  admitted, 
but  the  propriety  of  receiving  such  evidence  has  been  strongly  questioned  by 
Ld.  Abinger  in  Doe.  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  371,  and  the  case,  as  an  authority 
on  that  point,  may  be  considered  overruled.  '  Bacon's  Maxims,  Reg.  23. 

(3900) 


CPAP.  XJX.J  DECLARATIONS  Of  INTENTION.  1031 

averment,  which  is  of  inferior  account  inlaw;  for  that  were,  to  make 
all  deeds  hollow  and  subject  to  averments,  and  so,  in  efPect,  that  to 
pass  without  deed,  which  the  law  appointeth  shall  not  pass  but  by 
deed.  Therefore,  if  a  man  give  land  to  J.  D.  and  J.  S.  et  hseredibus, 
and  do  not  limit  to  whether  of  their  heirs,  it  shall  not  be  supplied 
by  averment  to  whether  of  them  the  intention  was  (that)  the  in- 
heritance should  be  limited."  "But  if  it  be  ambiguitas  Jatens, 
then  otherwise  it  is;  as  if  I  grant  my  manor  of  S.  to  J.  F.,  and 
his  heirs,  here  appeareth  no  ambiguity  at  all.  But  if  the  truth  be, 
that  I  have  the  manors  both  of  South  S.  and  North  S.,  this  am- 
biguity is  matter  in  fact;  and  therefore  it  shall  be  holpen  by  aver- 
ment, whether  of  them  it  was,  that  the  party  intended  should  pass.'" 

§  1213.  The  above  quotation  from  Lord  Bacon's  works  has  been  ?  1099 
cited,  more  out  of  respect  to  that  great  man,  than  in  the  expecta- 
tion that  it  will  afford  much  practical  information.  So  far  as  patent 
ambiguities  are  concerned.  Lord  Bacon  expounds  the  law  with  sufS.- 
cient  precision;  for  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  when  the 
ambiguity  is  patent,  all  declarations  of  the  writer's  intention  will  be 
uniformly  excluded.  If,  therefore,  a  testator,  after  leaving  specific 
legacies  to  his  several  children^  were  to  bequeath  the  residue  to  his 
child,  not  specifying  which,  the  will,  so  far  as  regarded  the  residuary 
bequest,  would  be  inoperative  and  void.  So,  where  Sir  Gilbert  East 
indulged  the  strange  caprice  of  leaving  his  property  to  persons 
whom  he  designated  by  the  letters  of  the  alphabet,  stating  at  the 
end  of  his  will  that  the  key  to  the  initials  was  in  his  writing-desk 
on  a  card  :  the  intended  objects  of  his  bounty  were  defeated  by  his 
next  of  kin,  no  card  being  found  of  as  old  date  as  the  will.  A 
card,  indeed,  was  discovered,  which  would  have  furnished  a  key  had 
it  been  admissible;  but  as  it  was  dated  many  years  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  it  could  only  be  regarded  as  a  declaration  of  the 
testator;  and,  the  case  being  one  of  patent  ambiguity,  the  court 
held,  in  conformity  with  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject,  that  this 
species  of  evidence  could  not  be  legally  admitted.^ 


1  See  Ba<!on's  Law  Tracts,  99,  100. 

2  aayton  v.  Ld.  Nugent,  13  M.  &  "W.  200.  See  Kell  v.  Charmer,  23  Beav. 
195,  cited  ante,  I  1196;  and  see,  also,  Whateley  v.  Spooner,  3  Kay  &  J.  542, 
cited  ante,  ?  1195. 
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§  12X4.  But  the  cases  go  much  further  than  this;  and  it  is  g  noo 
especially  necessary  to  guard  against  the  supposition,  that,  because 
no  ambiguity  arises  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  any  doubt  which 
is  occasioned  by  the  introduction  of  extrinsic  evidence,  may  be 
cleared  up  by  having  recourse  to  the  declarations  of  the  writer's 
intention.  This  is  not  the  law;  and  many-  instances  of  strictly 
latent  ambiguities  might  be  given,  where  evidence  of  declarations 
of  intention  would  be  inadmissible.  For,  in  the  first  place,  a  will, 
apparently  plain  and  intelligible,  may,  when  an  inquiry  is  instituted 
respecting  the  persons  or  things  to  which  it  relates,  turn  out  to  be 
uncertain;  that  is,  the  persons  or  things  may  prove  not  to  have 
been  described  with  legal  certainty.  Suppose  a  bequest  be  made 
to  the  four  children  of  A.,  and  it  appears  that  A.  had  six  children, 
two  by  a  first  marriage,  and  the  remainder  by  a  second.  Here, 
though  evidence  of  the  circumstances  of  the  family,  and  of  the 
respective  ages  of  the  children,  would  no  doubt  be  admissible,  with 
the  view  of  identifying  the  particular  legatees  alluded  to  in  the  will, 
it  seems  that  proof  of  the  testator's  declarations  of  intention  could 
not  be  received.' 


§  1215.  Secondly,  a  legatee  may  be  so  described  in  a  will,  that  I  i]01 
while  part  of  the  description  answers  to  one  claimant,  the  remainder 
may  apply  to  another.  The  voice  is  Jacob's  voice,  but  the  hands 
are  the  hands  of  Esau.  Here  the  law,  with  questionable  policy, 
used  to  attach  somewhat  greater  weight  to  the  name  than  to  the 
description  of  the  legatee;  and,  therefore,  if  there  were  nothing  in 
the  rest  of  the  will,  or  in  the  evidence  received,  to  show  who  was 
meant,  the  person  rightly  named  was  allowed  to  take  in  preference 
to  him  who  was  only  rightly  described.^  This  doctrine,  however, 
— which  seems  to  have  been  first  promulgated  by  Lord  Bacon,'  and 
which  is  embodied  by  him  in  the  Latin  maxim,  "  Veritas  nominis 


^  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  371,  per  Ld.  Abinger,  questioning  Hampshire 
11.  Peirce,  2  Ves.  Sen.  216. 

'  Ld.  Camoys  v.  Blundell,  1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  786,  per  Parke,  B.,  pronouncing 
the  opinion  of  the  judges.  But  see  Drake  v.  Drake,  25  Beav.  642;  29  L.  J., 
Ch.  850,  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc. ;  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  172,  S.  C. ;  and  Farrer  v.  St. 
Catherine's  Coll.,  16  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  21,  per  Ld.  Selborne,  C;  42  L.  J.,  Ch. 
809,  S.  C. 

'  Lord  Camoys  v.  Blundell,  1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  792,  per  Ld.  Brougham. 
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tollit  errorem  demonstrationis," — has  been  very  roughly  handled  by 
Lord  Chancellor  Campbell  in  the  House  of  Lords ; '  and  if,  on  the 
one  hand,  it  cannot  at  present  be  safely  regarded  as  an  exploded 
maxim,^  still  less,  on  the  other  hand,  can  it  be  recognised  as  an 
inflexible  rule.'  The  court,  in  all  such  cases,  will  look  narrowly  at 
the  context  and  the  surrounding  facts,  and  place  itself,  as  nearly  as 
may  be,  in  the  situation  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  executing  the 
instrument;  and  if  it  can  then  clearly  ascertain  from  the  language 
of  the  will  thus  illustrated,*  which  of  the  two  claimants  was  in- 
tended by  the  testator,  it  will  award  the  legacy  to  the  one  so 
meant  to  be  benefited,^  though  the  supposed  maxim  may  in  such 
case  chance  to  be  contravened.^ 

§  1216.  The  case  of  Byall  v.  Hannam'   affords  a  striking  illus-    j  no2 
tration  of  this  last  rule.     There,  a  testator  devised  an  estate  to  his 
nephew  for  life,  with  remainder  over  to  "  Elizabeth  Abbott,  a  natu- 
ral daughter  of  Elizabeth  Abbott,  of  Gillingham,  single  woman, 
who  had  formerly  lived  in  his  service."     It  appeared  that,  at  the 

'  Drake  v.  Drake,  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  172,  179. 

2  See  In  re  Plunkett's  estate,  11  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  361;  Colclough  v.  Smyth, 
14  Ir.  Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  127;  and  15  id.  353;  Gamer  v.  Garner,  29  Beav.  116; 
Gillett  V.  Gane,  10  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  29;  39  L.  J.,  Ch.  818,  S.  C. 

'  Ld.  Camoys  v.  Blundell,  1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  778,  786,  792;  Thomson  *i>. 
Hempenstall,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  141,  per  Dr.  Lushington;  1  Roberts.  783,  S.  C. 

*  Ee  Blqke,  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  217. 

*  Ee  Garland,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  711,  per  Fry,  X;  L.  E.,  9  Ch.  D.  213,  S.  C. 
nom.  Garland  v.  Beverley;  In  re  Lyon's  Trusts,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  245,  per  Hall, 
V.-C. 

«  Doe  V.  Huthwaite,  3  B.  &  A.  632,  explained  by  Ld.  Abinger  in  Doe  v. 
Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  369,  372;  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,  11  Sim.  467,  485—488; 
1  Phill.  279,  282,  283,  S.  C;  1  H.  of  L.  Ca.s.  778,  nom.  Ld.  Camoys  v.  Blundell; 
Healy  v.  Healy,,  I.  E.,  9  Eq.  418;  Charter  jj.  Charter,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  73,  in 
Dom.  Proc.  ;  7  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  364,  S.  C.  ;  In  re  Wolverton  Mortgaged 
Estates,  L.  E.,  7  Ch.  D.  197,  per  Malins,  V.-C;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  127,  S.  C;  In  re 
Nunn'sWill,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  255;  19  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  331,  S.  C;  In  re  Blayney's 
Trusts,  I.  E.,  9  Eq.  413,  -where  the  doctrine  was  certainly  carried  to  its  extreme 
limit  by  Sullivan,  M.  E.;  Bernasconic.  Atkinson,  10  Hare,  345;  In  re  Bridget 
Feltham,  1  Kay  &  J.,  528;  Hodgson  v.  Clarke,  1  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  394,  reversing 
S.  C.  in  1  Giff.  139;  Re  Gregory's  Settlt.  &  "Wills,  34  Beav.  600;  Ee  Noble's 
Trusts,  I.  E.,  5  Eq.  140;  Re  Feltham's  Ti-usts,  1  Kay  &  J.  528;  Re  Kilvert's 
Trusts,  7  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  170;  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  351,  S.  C;  reversing  S.  C. 
in  12  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  183,  per  Malins,  V.-C;  Dooley  v.  Mahon,  I.  R.,  11  Eq. 
299. 

'  10  Beav.  536.     See,  also,  Douglas  v.  Fellows,  1  Kay,  114. 
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date  of  the  -will  in  1798,  Elizabeth  Abbott,  the  mother,  was  the 
wife  of  John  Caddy,  and  had  had  two  children  only,  both  of  whom 
were  then  living.  One  was  a  natural  son  named  John,  who  was 
born  in  1791,  before  his  mother's  marriage,  and  shortly  after  she 
had  left  the  testator's  seryice,  and  of  whom  the  testator's  nephew 
was  the  putative  father;  the  other,  born  in  1795,  was  a  legitimate 
daughter  by  John  Caddy,  named  Margaret.  It  further  appeared 
that  the  testator  had  wished  his  nephew  to  marry  his  servant,  that 
he  was  aware  she  had  had  a  natural  child,  and  that  he  had  treated 
her  kindly  since  its  birth  and  up  to  the  date  of  the  will;  but  no 
proof  was  given  that  he  knew  whether  the  natural  child  was  a  boy 
or  a  girl.  The  claimants  of  the  estate  were  the  son  of  John,  the 
daughter  Margaret,  and  the  heir  at  law.  Under  these  circum- 
stances. Lord  Langdale,  after  much  doubt,  came  to  the  conclusion, 
that  the  testator  meant  to  provide  for  his  nephew's  natural  child  by 
Elizabeth  Abbott,  his  servant,  and  that  the  mistake  of  the  name 
and  sex  was  not  sufficient  to  defeat  the  devise.  In  another  case,'  a 
man,  during  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  Mary,  had  married  a  second 
wife,  Caroline,  with  whom  he  continued  to  reside  up  to  the  date  of 
his  decease.  Shortly  before  his  death  he  devised  certain  property 
to  "  his  dear  wife  Caroline,"  and  the  question  was,  which  of  the 
two  ladies,  for  both  survived  him,  was  designated  by  the  will :  the 
lawful  wife  who  was  wrongly,  or  the  unlawful  wife  who  was  rightly, 
named.  The  court  without  hesitation  held  that  Caroline  was 
entitled  to  take  under  the  devise. 


§  1217.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered,  that  in  cases  of  this  ?  1103 
nature,  the  court,, — fettered  by  a  rule  which  would  be  regarded  as 
absurd  in  the  ordinary  afPairs  of  life, — cannot  receive  any  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  as  to  what  he  intended  to  do  in  niaking  his  will. 
This  was  the  precise  point  determined  in  the  leading  ease  of  Doe  v. 
Hiscoeks.''   There,  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his  son,  John  Hiscocks, 


'  Doe  V.  Rouse,  5  Com.  B.  422;  Adams  v.  Jones,  21  L.  J.,  Ch.  352,  per 
Turner,  V.-C;  9  Hare,  486,  S.  C;  Dilley  v.  Matthews,  2  New  E.  60,  per 
"Wood,  V.-C. 

^  5  M.  &  W.  363,  371,  where  Ld.  Abinger  questions  and  overrules  the 
contrary  dicta  of  Ld.  Kenyon  and  Lawrence,  J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  6  T.  R. 
677,  678. 
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for  life;  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  grandson,  "  John,  the  eldest  son 
of  the  said  John  Hiscocks."  In  fact,  the  testator's  son  had  been  twice 
married;  by  his  first 'wife  he  had  Sinibn,  but  John  was  the  eldest 
son  of  the  second  marriage.  Under  these  circumstances  the  court 
held  that  evidence  of  the  instructions .  given  by  the  testator  for 
his  will,  and  of  his  declarations,  was  inadmissible  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  which  of  these  two  grandsons  was  intended  by  the 
language  employed.' 


§  1218.  Thirdly,  the  description,  though  applicable  in  no  respect  l  1104 
to  more  than  one  person  or  thing  shown  to  have  been  in  existence 
at  the  time  when  the  instrument  in  question  was  executed  or  made, 
may  not  accurately  specify  even  one  person  or  thing;  that  is,  the 
description  of  the  subject  intended  may  be  true  in  part,  but  not 
true  in  every  particular.  Here,  though  parol  evidence  of  the 
author's  declaration  cannot  be  received,  the  instrument  will  not 
in  consequence  of  the  inaccuracy  be  regarded  as  inoperative;  but  if, 
after  rejecting  so  much  of  the  description  as  is  false,  the  remainder 
will  enable  the  court  to  ascertain  with  legal  certainty  the  subject- 
matter  to  which  the  instrument  really  applies,  it  will  be  allowed  to 
take  effect.^  The  rule  in  such  cases  is  derived  from  the  civil  law: 
— Falsa  demonstratio  non  nocet,  cum  de  corpore  constat.  Thus, 
for  example,  where  a  testator  had  left  a  legacy  to  his  "niece 
Elizabeth  Stringer,"  and  it  was  proved  that  at  the  date  of  the  will 
no  niece  of  that  nam^  was  living,  a  great-great  niece  of  the  testator, 
who,  of  course,  could  not  be  described  as  his  niece  vdth  any  regard 
to  precision  of  language,  and  whose  name  was  not  simply  Elizabeth, 
but  Elizabeth  Jane  Stringer,  was  held  entitled  to  the  bequest.^ 

§  1219.  This  case  is  further  remarkable  as  showing  with  what  un-    §  1104 
wise  strictness  the  rule  is  enforced,  which  excludes  parol  evidence  of 
a  testator's  declarations  and  intentions.    The  executors  who  opposed 
the  claim  of  the  great-great  niece,  did  so  on  what, — apart  from 


'  See,  also,  Drake  v.  Drake,  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  172;  Douglas  v.  Fellows,  1  Kay, 
114;  Bernasconi  v.  Atkinson,  10  Hare,  345;  Farrer  v.  St.  Catherine's  Coll.  16 
Law  Eep.,  Eq.  21,  per  Ld.  Selborne,  C;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  809,  S.  C. 

'  See  Ford  v.  Batley,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  225;  Coltman  v.  Gregory,  40  L.  J.,  Ch. 
352.  '  Stringer  v.  Gardiner,  27  Beav.  35;  4  De  Gex  &  J.  468,  S.  C. 
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legal  technicalities,— would  be  regarded  as  very  strong  grounds;  for 
they  were  prepared,  had  the  court  permitted  them,  to  prove  the  follow- 
ing facts.  The  testator  had  had  a  niece  named  Elizabeth  Stringer, 
to  whom  by  a  former  will  he  had  left  a  legacy.  This  niece,  who  was 
grandmother  of  the  claimant,  died  in  1848;  and  in  1850,  the 
testator  made  a  codicil  which,  without  alluding  to  the  lapsed 
legacy,  revoked  a  devise  to  his  grandson.  In  1852,  he  instructed 
his  solicitor  to  prepare  a  second  codicil  with  the  view  of  restoring 
his  grandson  to  favour,  and  of  making  some  slight  alterations  in 
the  disposition  of  his  property;  but  on  this  occasion  also  no 
reference  was  made  to  Elizabeth  Stringer's  legacy.  The  solicitor 
recommended  that,  in  lieu  of  two  inconsistent  codicils,  a  new  will 
should  be  made;  and  being  himself  ignorant  of  the  death  of  the 
niece,  he  copied  into  the  second  will  the  bequest  in  her  favour  as  it 
stood  in  the  first  will.  The  draft  thus  framed  was  duly  executed; 
and  as  the  testator's  memory  was  impaired  by  age,  and  his  attention 
moreover  was  not  in  any  way  directed  to  the  legacy  in  question,  no 
reasonable  doubt  could  be  entertained  but  that,  as  it  had  been 
inserted  by  the  solicitor  through  ignorance,  it  was  allowed  to  remain 
by  the  testator  through  forgetfulness.  In  other  words,  assuming 
the  evidence  to  be  admissible,  the  claimant  was  clearly  not  the 
object  of  the  testator's  bounty.  The  evidence,  however,  was  re- 
jected, first,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,"  and  next,  by  the  full  Court 
of  Appeal,^  and  the  legacy  was  consequently  awarded  to  the  claimant. 

'§  1220.  Returning  now  to  the  rule,  which  rejects  erroneous  ?  IWii. 
descriptions,  provided  they  be  not  substantially  important,  it  should 
be  borne  in  mind,  as  an  essential  element  in  the  case,  that  enough 
must  remain  to  show  plainly  the  intent.  "The  rule,"  said  Mr. 
Justice  Parke,'  "  is  clearly  settled,  that  when  there  is  a  sufficient 
description  set  forth  of  premises,  by  giving  the  particular  name  of  a 
close,  or  otherwise,  we  may  reject  a  false  demonstration;  but  that 
if  the  premises  be  described  in  general  terms,  and  a  particular 
description  be  added,  the  latter  controls  the  former."  It  matters 
not  which  part  of  the  description  is  placed  first,  and  which  last,  in 


'  Stringer  v.  Gardiner,  27  Beav.  35.  ^  Id.,  4  De  Gex  &  J.  468. 

'  Doe  V.  Galloway,  5  B.  &  Ad.  43,  51.     See,  also,  Doe  v.  Hubbard,  15  Q.  B. 
227:  Doe  v.  Carpenter,  16   Q.B.  181. 
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the  sentence;  since  "it  is  vain  to  imagine  one  part  before  another; 
for  though  ■words  can  neither  be  spoken  nor  ■written  at  once,  yet  the 
mind  of  the  author  comprehends  them  at  once,  ■which  gives  vitam 
et  modum  to  the  sentence. "  ' 

§  1221.^  Therefore,  under  a  lease  of  "  all  that  part  of  Blenheim  ?  1105' 
park,  situate  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  and  now  in  the  occupation 
of  one  S.,  lying"  ■within  certain  specified  abuttals,  "■with  all  the 
houses  thereto  belonging,  and  which  are  now  in  the  occupation  of 
the  said  S."  a  house  lying  ■within  the  abuttals,  though  not  in  the 
occupation  of  S.,  was  held  to  pass.^  So,  by  a  devise  of  "  all  that 
my  farm  called  Trogue's  farm,  now  in  the  occupation  of  C,"  the 
■whole  farm  passed,  though  it  ■was  not  all  in  C.'s  occupation.*  So, 
also,  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's  freehold  houses  in  Aldersgate- 
street,  ■when  in  fact  he  had  only  leasehold  houses  there,  has  been 
held  in  substance  a^d  effect  to  be  a  devise  of  his  houses  in  that 
street,  and  the  ■word  freehold  has  been  rejected  as  surplusage.^  So, 
if  a  landlord,  having  but  one  house  in  a  street,  vfere  to  describe  it 
in  a  lease  by.  a  ■wrong  number,  and  then  let  a  tenant  into  possession 
under  it,  he  could  not  afterwards  rely  on  the  error,  and  contend  that 
no  interest  had  passed;  for  the  number  would  be  rejected  as  an 
immaterial  part  of  the  description.  °  And  so,  where  land  was 
described  in  a  patent  as  lying  in  the  county  of  M.,  and  further 
described  by  reference  to  natural  monuments;  and  it  appeared  that 
the  land  described  by  the  monuments  was  in  the  county  of  H., 

1  Stukeley  v.  Butler,  Hob.  171.  ''  Gr.  Ev.  J  301,  in  part, 

»  Doe  V.  Galloway,  5  B.  &  Ad.  43  ;  Dyne  v.  Nutley,  14  Com.  B.  122. 

*  Goodtitle  v.  Southern,  1  M.  &  Sel.  299,  recognised  as  law  in  Miller  v. 
Travers,  8  Bing.  253 ;  and  in  Slingsby  v.  Grainger,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  282,  per 
Ld.  Cranworth.  See,  also,  Hard^wick  v.  Hard^wick,  16  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  168,  per 
Ld.  Selborne,  C.j  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  636,  S.  C;  Barbers.  Wood,  L.  E.,  4  Ch.  D. 
885,  per  Hall,  V.-C;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  728,  S.  C;  Norreys  v.  Franks,  I.  R.,  9 
Eq.  18;  Keogh  v.  Keogh,  I.  R.,  8  Eq.  179  ;  S.  C.  on  app.  id.  449  ;  Harrison 
V.  Hyde,  4  H.  &  N.  805  ;  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  2  Johns.  &  Hem.  491  ;  West  v. 
Lawday,  11  H.  of  L.  Cas.  375  ;  White  v.  Birch,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  174,  per  Malins, 
V.-C;  In  re  Whatman,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  17  ;  Traverse.  Blundell,  L.  R., 
6  Ch.  D.  436,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  Day  V.  Trig,  1  P.  Wms.,  286,  cited  with  approbation  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in 
Miller  D.  Travers,  8  Bing.  253;  Doe  v.  Cranstoun,  7  M.  &  W.  1,  10,  11,  per 
Pasike,  B. 

«  Hutchins  v.  Scott,  2  M.  &  W.  816,  per  Ld.  Abinger.  See  Hitchin  v. 
Groom,  5  Com.  B.  515. 
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and  not  of  M. ;  that  part  of  the  description  which  related  to 
the  county  was  rejected.  The  entire  description  in  the  patent,  said 
the  court,  must  be  taken,  and  the  identity  of  the  land  ascertained, 
by  a  reasonable  construction  of  the  language  used.  If  there  be  a 
repugnant  description,  which,  by  the  other  descriptions  in  the 
patent,  clearly  appears  to  have  been  made  through  mistake,  that 
does  not  make  void  the  patent.  But  if  the  land  granted  be  so 
inaccurately  described  as  to  render  its  identity  wholly  uncertain,  it 
is  admitted  that  the  grant  is  void.'  Again,  if  lands  are  described 
by  the  number  or  name  of  the  lot  or  parcel,  and  also  by  metes  and 
bounds,  and  the  grantor  owns  lands  answering  to  the  one  descrip- 
•  tion,  and  not  to  the  other,  the  description  of  the  lands,  which  he 
owned,  will  be  taken  to  be  the  true  one,  and  the  other  will  be 
rejected  as  falsa  demonstratio.^ 

§  1222.  The  rule  which  rejects  erroneous  description,  and  admits  §  1105 
parol  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  how  the  mistake  arose, 
was  carried  to  its  extreme  bounds  in  the  cases  of  Selwood  v.  MUd- 
may,'  and  Lindgren  v.  Lindgren.*  In  the  former  of  these  cases,  a 
testator  had  devised  to  certain  legatees  1250t,  which  he  described 
as  "  part  of  his  stock  in  the  4  per  cent,  annuities  of  the  Bank  of 
England."  At  the  date  of  the  will,  and  thence  up  to  the  time  of 
bis  death,  the  testator  had  no  such  stock,  but  he  had  had  some 
money  in  the  4  per  cents,  some  years  before,  and  had  sold  it  out, 
and  invested  the  produce  in  Long  Annuities.  Proof  of  these  facts 
being  tendered,  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  admitted  the  evidence,  not, 
indeed,  "  to  prove  that  there  was  a  mistake,  for  that  was  clear,  but 
to  show  how  it  arose;"  and  his  Honour  then  held,  that,  as  the 
testator  obviously  meant  to  give  the  legacies,  but  mistook  the  fund, 
the  only  effect  of  the  mistake  as  explained  by  the  evidence  was,  that 
the  legacies  ceased  to  be  specific,  and  must  consequently  be  paid 


'  Boardman  v.  Eeed  &  Ford's  Lessees,  6  Pet.  328,  345,  per  McLean,  J. 

^  Loomis  V.  Jackson,  19  Johns.  449 ;  Lush  v.  Druse,  4  Wend.  313  ;  Jackson 
V.  Marsh,  6  Cowen,  281 ;  Worthington  v.  Hylyer,  4  Mass.  196  ;  Blague  v.  Gold, 
Cro.  Car.  447  ;  Swift  v.  Eyres,  id.  548.  The  object  in  cases  of  this  kind  is,  to 
interpret  the  instrument  by  ascertaining  the  intent  of  the  parties  ;  and  the 
rule  to  find  thenntent  is,  to  give  most  effect  to  those  things  about  which  men 
are  least  liable  to  mistake.  Davis  v.  Rainsford,  17  Mass.  210 ;  Mclver  v. 
Walker,  9  Cranch,  178.  '  3  Ves.  306.  •  9  Beav.  358. 
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out  of  the  general  personal  estate.  The  circumstances  in  Lindgren 
V.  Lindgren  were  nearly  identical  with  those  in'Selwoodu  Mildmay, 
and  Lord  Langdale's  judgment  proceeded  on  the  same  ground  as 
those  on  which  the  former  decision  was  founded.  "It  is  very 
necessary  to  observe,"  said  his  lordship,  "that  in  the  case  of  Sel- 
wood  V.  Mildmay,  the  evidence  was  received  only  for  the  purpose 
stated  by  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  in  his  judgment,"  that  is,  in 
order  to  show  how  the  mistake  arose,  "  and  not,  as  it  has  been 
erroneously  supposed,'  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  testator, 
when  he  used  the  erroneous  description  of  the  4  per  cent,  stock, 
meant  to  bequeath  the  Long  Annuities,  which  he  had  purchased 
with  the  produce  of  the  4  per  cent,  stock;  and  that  the  result  of  • 
the  case  was,  not  to  substitute  another  specific  subject  in  the  place 
of  a  specific  legacy  which  the  will  purported  to  bequeath; — not  to 
substitute  the  Long  Annuities,  which  the  testator  had,  and  did  not 
purport  to  give,  for  .the  4  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities  which  he  had 
not,  and  did  purport  to  give;  "  but  simply  to  render  legacies,  which 
were  prima  facie  specific,  payable  out  of  the  general  personal 
estate.^ 

§  1223.  In  connexion  with  this  subject,  notice  may  be  taken  of  a  ^  1107 
somewhat  arbitrary  rule  of  equitable  construction,  which  prevails  in 
the  courts  with  reference  to  the  interpretation  of  wills.  The  rule  is, 
that  if  legacies  be  given  to  any  specified  number  of  children,  as,  for 
instance,  500Z.  apiece  to  the  three  children  of  A.,  and  it  turn  out 
that  at  the  date  of  the  will  A.  had  any  larger  number  of  children,  the 
court  will  reject  the  number  mentioned  iij.  the  will,  upon  the  pre- 
sumption of  mistake,'  and  will  award  a  legacy  of  500Z.  to  each  of 
A.'s  children.^ 

^  In  Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  253,  253;  and  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W. 
370. 

'  9  Beav.  363.  See,  also,  Quennell  v.  Turner,  13  Beav.  240;  Tann  v.  Tann, 
2  New  R.  412,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E. ;  and  Hunt  v.  Tulk,  2  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  300, 
in  which  last  case  the  Lords  Justices,  in  order  to  set  right  what  appeared  to 
them  to  be  an  obvious  clerical  error,  held  that  the  words,  "fourth  schedule," 
in  a  will,  should  be  read  as  if  they  were  "fifth  schedule." 

'  Daniell  v.  Daniel],  4  De  Gex  &  Sm.  337;  McKechnie  v.  Vaughan,  15  Law 
Eep.,  Eq.  289,  per  James,  L.  J.;  Morrison  v.  Martin,  5 Hare,  507;  Lee  v.  Pain, 
4  Hare,  249,  250;  Scott  v.  Fenoulhett,  1  Cox,  Ch.  E.  79;  Yeats  ■•«.  Yeats,  16 
Beav.  170.  See  Wrightson  u.  Calvert,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  250;  Newman  v. 
Piercey,  L.  E.,  4  Ch.  D.  41;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  36,  S.  C. 
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§  1224  Although  false  statements,  which  have  been  introduced  j  iios 
into  an  instrument  by  way  of  affirmation  only,  may  be  rejected,  pro- 
vided the  remaining  description  be  sufficient  to  identify  the  person 
or  thing  intended,  they  cannot  be  disregarded,  if  they  have  been 
used  by  way  of  exception  or  limitation ;  because,  in  this  latter  case, 
it  is  obvious  that  they  were  intended  to  have  a  material  operation.' 
Moreover,  the  reader  must  not  lose  sight  of  another  acknowledged 
rule  of  construction,  that  if  there  be  one  subject-matter,  wherein  all 
the  demonstrations  in  a  written  instrument  are  true,  and  another 
wherein  part  are  true  and  part  false,  the  words  of  such  instrument 
shall  be  intended  words  of  true  limitation  to  pass  only  that  subject- 
matter  wherein  all  the  circumstances  are  true.^  Such  is  the  correct 
meaning  of  the  maxim  enunciated  by  Lord  Bacon,  "  Non  accipi 
debent  verba  in  demonstrationem  falsam  quae  competunt  in  limita- 
tionem  veram."  ^  Thus,  where  a  devise  was  of  "  all  my  messuages 
situate  at,  in,  or  near  Snig  Hill,  which  I  lately  purchased  of  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk;"  and  it  appeared  that  the  testator  had  bought  of 
the  Duke  four  houses  very  near  Snig  Hill,  and  two  at  some  con- 
siderable distance  from  it,  and  in  a  place  bearing  a  different  name; 
the  court  held  that  the  four  houses  only  passed  by  the  devise, 
though  all  the  six  had  ^een  purchased  by  one  conveyance,  and  the 
testator  had  redeemed  the  land  tax  upon  all  by  one  contract*  So, 
under  a  bill  of  sale  assigning  "  all  the  household  goods  of  every 
description  at  No.  2,  Meadow  Place,  more  particularly  set  forth  in 
an  inventory  of  even  date  herewith,"  no  goods  will  pass  except  those 
specified  in  the  inventory.^ 

•  Taylor  v.  Parry,  1  M.  &  Gr.  623,  per  Maule,  J. 

^  Doe  V.  Bower,  3  B.  &  Ad.  459,  460,  per  Parke,  J. ;  Ex  parte  Kirk,  In  re 
Bennett,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  D.  800,  per  Ct.  of  App.  overruling  S.  C,  nom.  Ex  parte 
Close,  In  re  Bennett  &  Glave,  46  L.  J.,  Bk.  3. 

'  Morrell  v.  Fisher,  4   Ex.    E.,  604,  per  Alderson,  B.     See,  also,  Boyle  v.  - 

Mulholland,  10  Jr.  Law  E.,  N.  S.   150;  Horner  v.  Horner,   46  L.  J.,  Ch.  617, 
620,  per  Fry,  J. 

«  Doe  V.  Bower,  3  B.  &  Ad.  453;  Homer  v.  Homer,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  635,  640, 
per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  758,  775,  S.  C;  Pogson  v.  Thomas,  6  Bing. 
N.  C.  337;  Doe  ,;.  Ashley,  10  Q.  B.  663;  "Webber  v.  Stanley,  16  Com.  B.,  N. 
S.  698;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  217,  S.  C;  Smith  and  Goddard  v.  Eidgway,  2  H.  & 
C.  37;  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  4  H.  &  C.  577;  Pedley  v.  Dodds,  2  Law  Eep.,  Eq. 
819. 

''  Wood  V.  Rowcliffe,  6  Ex.  E.  407;  Morrell  v.  Fisher,  4  Ex.  E.  591;  Barton  • 

V.  Dawes,  10  Com.  B.  261. 
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§  1225.  Where  a  testator  devised  to  A.  his  freehold  messuage,  i  nos 
farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  in  the  county  of  B.,  and  it  appeared 
that  he  had  a  farm  in  that  county,  consisting  of  a  messuage  and 
116  acres,  the  greater  part  of  which  was  freehold,  but  a  small 
portion  was  leasehold  for  a  long  term  of  years  at  a  pepper- corn  rent, 
the  court  held  that  as  the  devise  correctly  described  the  freehold, 
the  leasehold  part  was  not  included  therein,  though  it  was  proved 
that  this  part  was  interspersed  with,  and  undistinguishable  from, 
the  freehold,  and  that  the  whole  farm  had  always  been  treated  as 
freehold  by  the  testator.'  It  seems  that  this  last  rule  will  be  en- 
forced with  greater  strictness,  where  an  interpretation  is  to  be  put 
upon  a  devise  of  real  estate,  than  in  other  cases ;  for  it  is  an  estab- 
lished doctrine  of  construction,  that  an  heir-at-law  shall  not  be 
disinherited  except  by  express  words." 

§  1226.  From  the  preceding  cases  and  observations  the  follow-  ?  1109 
ing  rules  may  be  collected.  First,  where  in  a  written  instrument 
the  description  of  the  person  or  thing  intended  is  applicable  with 
legal  certainty  to  each  of  several  subjects,  extrinsic  evidence,  in- 
cluding proof  of  declarations  of  intention,  is  admissible  to  establish 
which  of  such  subjects  was  intended  by  the  author.  '  Secondly,  if 
the  description  of  the  person  or  thing  be  partly  applicable  and 
partly  inapplicable  to  each  of  several  subjects,  though  extrinsic 
evidence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  may  be  received  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  to  which  of  such  subjects  the  language 
applies,  yet  evidence  of  the  author's  declarations  of  intention  will 
be  inadmissible.*  Thirdly,  if  the  description  be  partly  correct  and 
partly  incorrect,  and  the  correct  part  be  sufficient  of  itself  to  enable 
the  court  to  identify  the  subject  intended,  while  the  incorrect  part  is 
inapplicable  to  any  subject,  parol  evidence  will  be  admissible  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  last  case,  and  the  instrument  will  be  rendered 
operative  by  rejecting  the  erroneous  statement.'  Fourthly,  if  the 
description  be  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  subject  intended,  or  said 


'  Stone  V.  Greening,  13  Sim.  390;  Hall  v.  Fisher,  1  Coll.  47;  Quennell  v. 
Turner,  13  Beav.  240 ;  Evans  v.  Angell,  26  Beav.  202.  See,  also,  Gilliat  v. 
Gilliat,  28  Beav.  481  ;  Mathews  v.  Mathews,  4  Law.  Eep.,  Eq.  278. 

"  Doe  V.  Bower,  2  B.  &  Ad.  459,  per  Parke,  J. 

s  "Wigr.  Wills,  160. 

*  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  "W.  33.  =>  Wigr.  Wills,  67—70. 
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to  be  intended  by  it,  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  prove  whom  or 
what  the  author  really  intended  to  describe.'  Fifthly,  if  the  lan- 
guage of  a  written  instrument,  when  interpreted  according  to  its 
primary  meaning,  be  insensible  with  reference  to  extrinsic  circiim- 
stances,  collateral  facts  may  be  resorted  to,  in  order  to  show  that  in 
some  secondary  sense  of  the  words,  and  in  one  ia  which  the  author 
ment  to  use  them,  the  instrum.ent  may  have  a  full  effect.^ 

§  1227.'  It  remains  only  to  notice  a  class  of  cases  in  which  parol  §  Ilio 
declarations  of  intention,  in  common  with  other  extrinsic  evidence, 
are  allowed  to  afPect  the  operation  of  a  writing,  though  the  writing 
on  its  face  is  free  from  ambiguity.  The  class  alluded  to  embraces 
all  those  cases  in  which  evidence  is  offered  to  rebut  an  equity.*  The 
meaning  of  this  is,  that,  where  the  principles  of  Equity  raise  a  pre- 
sumption against  the  apparent  intention  of  a  written  instrument, 
such  presumption  may  be  repelled  by  extrinsic  evidence,  whether  of 
declarations,  or  of  collateral  facts,  showing  the  intention  to  be  other- 
wise.^ The  simplest  instance  of  this  occurs,  when  two  legacies,  left 
to  the  same  person  by  different  testamentary  instruments,  are,  con- 
trary to  the  general  rule,"  presumed  not  to  have  been  intended  as 
cumulative,  on  the  ground  that  the  sums  and  the  expressed  motives 
of  both  exactly  correspond.'  Here,  to  rebut  the  presumption,  which 
makes  one  of  these  legacies  inoperative,  parol  evidence  of  every  kind 
will  be  received;  its  effect  being,  not  to  show  that  the  testator  did 
not  mean  what  he  said,  but,  on  the  contrary,  to  prove  that  he  did 
mean  what  he  has  expressed.*     In  like  manner,  extrinsic  evidence  is 

>  Wigr.  Wills,  133. 

'  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  369,  370,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Wigr.  "Wills,  11, 
cited  ante,  I  1131,  n.  4.  s  q^_  ^t.  §  296,  in  part. 

*  See  Bulkley  v.  Littlebury,  2  Vem.  621;  3  Br.  P.  C.  43,  S.  C;  Francis  u. 
DicMeld,  2  Coop.  532. 

*  Hall  V.  Hill,  1  Dru.  &  "War.  113,  114,  per  Sugden,  C. ;  Hurst  v.  Beach,  5 
Madd.  351;  Trimmer  t).  Bayne,  7  Ves.  518,  per  Ld.  Eldon. 

^  See  Eussell  v.  Dickson,  4  H.  of  L.  Cas.  293;  Brennan  v.  Moran,  6  Jr. 
Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  126;  "Wilson  v.  O'Leary,  12  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  525,  per  Bacon, 
V.-C;  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  709,  S.  C;  aflf.  by  Lds.  Js.,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  342;  7  Law 
Eep.,  Ch.  Ap.  448,  S.  C;  Hubbard  v.  Alexander,  L.  E.,  3  Ch.  D.  738;  45  L. 
J.,  Ch.  740,  S.  C. 

'  Tatham  v.  Drummond,  33  L.  J.,  Ch.  438,  per  "Wood,  "V.-C;  Tuckey  v. 
Henderson,  22  Beav.  174. 

'  Hurst  V.  Beach,  5  Madd.  351,  359,  360,  per  Leach,  V.-C. ;  recognised  in 
Hall  «..Hill,  1   Dru.  &  "War.  116,  127,  by  Sugden,  C;   and  in  Tussaud  v. 
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admissible  to  repel  the  presumption  against  doable  portions,'  which 
the  courts  raise,  when  a  father  makes  a  provision  for  his  daughter 
by  settlement  on  her  marriage,  and  afterwards  provides  for  her  by 
his  will.^  So,  also,  to  repel  the  presumption,  that  the  portionment  ^ 
of  a  legatee  by  a  parent  or  person  in  loco  parentis,*  was  intended  to 
operate  as  an  ademption,  though  only  pro  tanto,'^  of  the  legacy.^ 

§  1228.  Again,  the   courts,  —  after  establishing  the   somewhat    ?  1110 
forced  presumption,  that  a  debt  due  from  a  testator  is  intended  to 
be  satisfied  by  a  legacy  of  a  greater  or  equal  amount  bequeathed  by 
him  to  his  creditor,' — have  been  so  little  satisfied  with  the  law  thus 

Tussaud,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  849,  perCt.  of  App.;  S.  C.  nom.  Re  Tussaud's  Estate, 
L.  K.,  9  Ch.  D.  363. 

'  See  Montague  v.  Montague,  15  Beav.  565;  In  re  Lawes,  L.  E.,  20  Ch.  D. 
81.  This  presumption  is  not  recognised  in  Scotland,  Kippen  v.  Darley,  3 
Macq.  Sc.  Gas.  H.  of  L.  203. 

^  "Weall  V.  Rice,  2  Euss.  &  Myl.  251,  267;  Ld.  Glengall  v.  Barnard,  1  Keen, 
769,  793;  Hall  d.  Hill,  1  Dru.  &  War.  128—131,  per  Sugden,  C,  explaining 
and  limiting  the  two  former  cases.  See  Lady  E.  Thynne  v.  Ld.  Glengall, 
2H.  of  L.  Cas.  153—155;  Ld.  Jn.  Chichester  v.  Coventry,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  673, 
per  Dom.  Proc.;.2  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  71,  S.  C;  Tussaud  d.  Tussaud,  47  L.  J., 
Ch.  849,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  S.  C.  nom.  Re  Tussaud's  Estate,  L.  E.,  9  Ch.  D. 
363;  Nevin  v.  Drysdale,  4  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  517,  per  Wood,  V.-C;  36  L.  J., 
Ch.  662,  S.  C;  Dawson  v.  Dawson,  4  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  504,  per  id.;  Russell «. 
St.  Aubyn,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  D.  398;  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  641,  S.  C;  Bennett  u  Houlds- 
worth,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  646,  per  id.;  Edgeworth  v.  Johnston,  L  R.,  11  Eq.  326; 
Curtis  V.  Mackenzie,  W.  N.,  No.  45  of  1877,  Ch.  D.  213,  per  Jessel,  M.  R. 

*  This  need  not  be  by  deed,  or  in  consideration  of  marriage,  Leighton  v. 
Leighton,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  594,  per  Hall,  V.-C;  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  458,  S.  C. 

*  See  Benham  v.  Newell,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  424,  per  Romilly,  M.  R.;  S.  C.  nom. 
Palmer  v.  Newell,  20  Beav.  32;  8  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  74,  S.  C;  Campbell 
V.  Campbell,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  241,  per  Wood,  V.-C;  1  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  383,  S.  C. 

°  Pym  V.  Lockyer,  5  Myl.  &  Cr.  29,  per  Ld.  Cottenham;  recognised  in 
Suisse  V.  Lowther,  2  Hare,  434,  per  Wigram,  V.-C.  See  Montefioreu.  Guedalla, 
29  L.  J.,  Ch.  65;  1  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  93,  S.  C;  Fowkes  «.  Pascoe,  44  L.  J., 
Ch.  367,  per  Lds.  Js.;  10  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  343,  S.  C;  Eavenscroft  v.  Jones, 
33  L.  J.,  Ch.  482;  32  Beav.  669,  S.  C;  Watson  v.  Watson,  33  Beav.  574; 
In  re  Peacock's  Estate,  14  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  236. 

«  Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  7  Ves.  515,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  Hall  v.  Hill,  1  Dm.  &  War. 
120;.  Cooper  v.  Macdonald,  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  533,  538,  per  Ld.  Selborne,  C; 
16  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  258,  S.  C;  Curtin  v.  Evans,  L  R.,  9  Eq.  553;  Kirk  v. 
Eddowes,  3  Hare,  517,  per  Wigram,  V.-C;  Hopwood  v.  Hopwood,  26  L.  J., 
Ch.  292;  22  Beav.  488,  S.  C;  29  L.  J.,  Ch.  747,  S.  C  in  Dom.  Proc;  7  H. 
of  L.  Cas.  728,  S.  C;  Sehofield  v.  Heap,  28  L.  J.,  Ch.  104;  Beckton  v. 
Barton,  27  Beav.  99;  Phillips  v  Phillips,  34  Beav.  19.    See  ante,  g  1146. 

'  Brown  v.  Dawson,  Prec.  in  Ch.  240;  Fowler  v.  Fowler,  3  P.  Wms.  353; 
Atkinson  v.  Littlewood,  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  595. 
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made,  that  for  a  long  period  they  have  eagerly  caught  at  any  trifling 
circumstance,  whether  arising  out  of  the  language  of  the  will,'  or 
brought  under  their  notice  by  extrinsic  evidence,^  in  order  td  afford 
them  an  excuse  for  evading  a  rule  of  such  questionable  policy.' 
Another  illustration  is  furnished  by  the  doctrine  of  resulting  trusts, 
where  a  man  purchases  property  in  the  name  of  a  stranger.  Here, 
as  before  observed,*  the  law  raises  a  presumption  in  favour  of  the 
person  who  paid  the  purchase  money;  but  still  the  stranger  may 
give  parol  evidence  to  support  his  title,  and  show  that  the  purchase 
was  intended  for  his  benefit,  that  is,  he  may  rebut  the  presumption, 
and  support  the  instrument.* 


§  1229.  In  all  these  cases,  when  parol  evidence  has  been  first  I  HU 
admitted  to  show  that  the  presumption  drawn  by  the  law  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  real  intention  of  the  author  of  the  instrument, 
counter  evidence  will  likewise  be  received  to  fortify  the  presump- 
tion; the  evidence  on  either  side  being  admissible,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving,  in  the  first  instance,  with  what  intent  the  writing 
was  made,  but  simply  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  presumption,  which  the  law  has  raised,  is  well  or  ill  founded.* 
But  here  it  must  be  carefully  noted,  that,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  countervail  the  presumption,  no  parol  evidence  in  support  of  it 
can  be  adduced;  for,  in  the  first  place,  such  evidence  would  be  un- 
necessary; and  next,  its  effect,  if  it  had  any,  would  be  to  contradict 
the  language  of  the  instrument'  If,  then,  the  circumstances  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument  are  such  as  to  rebut  the  presumption 
drawn  by  the  law,  or  if  the  court  does  not  raise  any  presumption  at 
all,  parol  evidence  to  fortify  the  presumption  in  the  one  case,  or  to 
create  it  in  the  other,  will  be  alike  inadmissible;  because,  in  either 


'  Rowe  V.  Kowe,  2  De  Gex  &  Sm.  297;  Matthews  v.  Matthews,  2  Ves.  Sen. 
636;  Bartletti).  Gillard,  3  Russ.  156. 

2  Wallace  v.  Pomfret,  11  Ves.  547. 

'  See  Edmunds  v.  Low,  3  Kay  &  J.  318.  *  Ante,  §  1017. 

5  Hall  V.  Hill,  1  Dru.  &  War.  114,  per  Sugden,  C.  See,  also,  Sidmouth  v. 
Sidmouth,  2  Beav.  447;  Williams  v.  Williams,  32  Beav.  370;  Nicholson  v. 
Mulligan,  I.  R.,  3  Eq.  308. 

"  Kirk  V.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,  517,  520:  Hall  v.  HiU,  1  Dru.  &  War.  121; 
Ferris  ^.  Goodburn,  27  L.  J.,  Ch.  574. 

'Id. 
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event,  the  effect  of  the  evidence  would  be  to  contradict  the  apparent 
meaning  of  the  writing.' 


§  1230.  The  important  case  of  Hall  v.  HilP  affords  a  good  illus-  i  1112 
tration  of  this  distinction.  There  a  father,  upon  the  marriage  of 
his  daughter,  had  given  a  bond  to  the  husband  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  800i.,  part  to  be  paid  during  his  life,  and  the  residue  at  his 
decease.  He  subsequently  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  his  daughter 
a  legacy  for  800Z. ,  and  the  question  was,  whether  this  legacy  could 
be  considered  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  Parol  evidence  of  the 
testator's  declaration  was  tendered  to  show  that  such  was  his  real 
intention,  and  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden  acknowledged  that  the  evi- 
dence, if  admissible,  was  conclusive  on  the  subject.'  His  lordship, 
however,  finally  decided,  that  though  the  debt  was  to  be  regarded  in 
the  light  of  a  portion,*  yet  as  it  was  due  to  the  daughter's  husband, 
while  the  legacy  was  left  to  the  daughter  herself,  the  ordinary  pre- 
sumption against  double  portions  was  rebutted  by  the  language  of 
the  instruments,  or,  rather,  it  could  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
be  raised  by  the  court;  and  the  consequence  was,  that  the  declara- 
tions were  rejected.  Indeed,  the  evidence  would  have  been  equally 
inadmissible  in  the  first  instance,  on  the  ground  of  its  inutility,  had 
the  ordinary  presumption  arisen;  though,  in  such  case,  had  the 
opponent  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that  the  testator  intended 
that  the  debt  should  not  be  satisfied  by  the  legacy,  the  evidence 
rejected  might  then  have  been  received  with  overwhelming  effect,  to 
corroborate  and  establish  the  presumption  of  law. 

§  1231.   M'ith  the   view   of   clearly   understanding   the  subject   ^  1113 
under  discussion,  it  is  essential  to  distinguish  between  mere  legal 


1  Benham  v.  Newell,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  429,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E.;  S.  C.  nom. 
Palmer  v.  Newell,  20  Beav-  32;  8  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  74,  S.  C. 

'  1  Dru.  &  War.  94.  This  case  deserves  an  attentive  perusal,  the  judgment 
of  Sugden,  C,  containing  an  elaborate  discussion  of  all  the  important  authori- 
ties on  the  subject.  The  cases  of  Wallace  v.  Pomfi-et,  11  Ves.  542;  Coote  v. 
Boyd,  2  Br.  C.  C.  521;  Weall  v.  Eice,  2Euss.  &  Myl.  251,  263;  Booker  v.  Allen, 
2  Euss.  &  Myl.  270;  and  Lloyd  v.  Harvey,  id.  310,  are  much  shaken,  if  not 
overruled,  by  this  decision. 

3  1  Dru.  &  War.  112.  *  Id.  108,  109. 
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presumptions  and  rules  of  construction ;  because,  while  the  former 
may  be  rebutted,  and  if  rebutted,  supported  also,  by  parol  testi- 
mony, no  evidence  can  be  received  on  either  side,  if  the  court  by 
construction  can  arrive  at  a  conclusion  respecting  the  meaning  of 
the  instrument.'  Yet,  important  as  it  is  to  mark  this  distinction, 
it  is  by  no  means  easy  on  all  occasions  to  do  so;  and  the  diflSculty 
is  increased  by  the  loose  manner  in  which  the  word  "  presumption  " 
has  occasionally  been  used.  Thus,  instead  of  confining  it  to  its 
strict  sense,  as  meaning  an  inference  raised  by  the  courts  indepen- 
dently of,  or  against,  the  words  of  an  instrument,  it  is  often  em- 
ployed as  denoting  an  inference  in  favour  of  a  given  construction  of 
particular  language.^  For  instance,  in  Coote  v.  Boyd,'  Lord  Thur- 
low  says  : — "  Where  the  presumption  arises  from  the  construction 
of  words,  simply  qua  words,  no  evidence  can  be  admitted," — evi- 
dently using  the  word  presumption  as  tantamount  to  a  rule  of  law. 
Among  the  rules  of  construction*  which  have  occasionally  been  mis- 
taken for  legal  presumptions,  may  be  mentioned  the  one  now  clearly 
established,  which  awards  to  a  stranger  legatee  as  many  legacies  as 
are  bequeathed  to  him  by  separate  instruments,  unless  the  instru- 
ments themselves  contain  intrinsic  evidence  that  the  legacies  were 
not  intended  to  be  cumulative,  or  unless  the  double  coincidence  of 
the  same  amounts  and  the  same  expressed  motives  appearing  in 
each  instrument,  induces  the  court  to  presume  that  repetition,  and 
not  accumulation,  was  intended.^  Extrinsic  evidence  cannot  be 
received  to  impugn  this  rule;  for  to  admit  it  would  be  to  construe 
a  writing  by  parol  evidence.^ 


1  Lee  V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  216,  per  Wigram,  V.-C;  Hall  v.  Hill,  1  Dru.  &  War. 
116,  122,  126,  132,  133,  per  Sugden,  C;  Barrs  v.  Fewkes,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  522, 
per  Wood,  V.-C. 

2  Lee  V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  316,  217,  per  "Wigram,  V.-C. 
2  2  Br.  C.  C.  527. 

*  For  other  rules  of  construction  relating  to  wills,  see  7  W.  4  &  1  V.,  c.  26, 
'ii  24—33;  Re  George's  Estate,  King  v.  George,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  670,  per  Ct.  of 
App.;  Everett  v.  Everett,  L.  R.,  7Ch.  D.  428,  per  Lds.  Js.;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  367, 
S.  C;  In  re  Ord,  L.  R.,  9Ch.  D.  667. 

^  Hurst  V.  Beach,  5Madd.  358;  Suisse  v.  Lowther,  2  Hare,  424,  432,  433;  Lee 
V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  216—218;  Kirk  v.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,  516;  Roch  v.  Callen,  6 
Hare,  531.  «  Id. 
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PART  III. 

INSTETJMENTS  OF  EVIDENCE. 


CHAPTEE  I. 

WITNESSES,    AND    THE    MEANS    OF    PROCUBING    THEIE    ATTENDANCE. 

§  1232.  In  the  Third  Part  of  this  work,  it  is  intended  to  treat '  ?  1114 
of  the  Instruments  of  evidence,  or,  in  other  words,  of  the  means  by 
which  facts  are  proved.  In  dealing  with  this  subject  an  attempt 
will  be  made  to  show  how  such  instruments  are  obtained,  in  what 
manner  they  are  used,  to  what  extent,  and  under  what  circum- 
stances, they  are  admissible,  and  what  is  their  effect. 

§  1233.'  Now,  the  Instruments  of  Evidence  are  divided  into  two  |  1115 
classes,  the  unwritten  and  the  written.  By  unwritten,  or  oral  evi- 
dence, is  meant  the  testimony  given  by  witnesses,  vivQ,  voce,  either 
in  open  court,  or  before  a  magistrate  or  other  officer,  acting  by  virtue 
of  a  commission  or  other  legal  authority.  Under  this  bead  it  is 
proposed  briefly  to  consider,  first,  the  methods,  in  general,  of  pro- 
curing the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses;  secondly,  the 
competency  of  ^witnesses;  and,  thirdly,  the  practice  which  obtains 
in  the  examination  of  witnesses,  and  herein,  of  the  impeachment 
and  corroboration  of  their  testimony. 

§  1234  In  crimmaZ  cases,  the  ordinary  and  most  effectual  method  g  me 
of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  witnesses  for  the  Crown  is  by  recog- 
nizance, which  is  a  bond  of  record,  testifying  that  the  recognizor 
owes  the  Queen  a  certain  sum,  to  be  levied  on  his  goods  and  tene- 
ments for  the  use  of  her  Majesty,  if  he  fail  to  appear  and  give 
evidence  at   the  time  and  place  specified  in  the  condition.^     By 

'  Gr.  Ev.  II  307,  308,  in  great  part. 

'  See  form  in  Sch.  O.  1,  to  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42. 
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statute  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42,  §  20,  the  justice  before  whom  the  pre- 
liminary investigation  is  heard,  is  authorised  in  all  cases,  whether 
of  felony  or  misdemeanor,  to  bind  by  recognizance  all  such  persons 
as  know  the  facts  or  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  appear  and  give 
evidence  before  the  grand  jury  and  at  the  trial  against  the  party 
accused;'  and  the  Act  of  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  gives  similar  power  to  all 
coroners  taking  an  inquisition,  whereby  any  person  shall  be  indicted 
for  manslaughter  or  murder,  or  as  an  accessory  to  murder  before  the 
fact.' 


§  1235.  These  provisions,  which  respectively  apply  to  justices  §  1117 
and  coroners,  not  only  of  counties,  but  of  all  other  jurisdictions,^ 
'are  obviously  of  great  use  in  promoting  the  due  administration  of 
justice:  but,  in  order  to  avoid  any  hardship  which,  in  the  event 
of  non-attendance,  witnesses  might  incur  from  having  their  recog- 
nizances indiscriminately  estreated,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  officer  of 
the  court,  by  whom  the  estreats  are  made  out,  shall  prepare  a  written 
list  of  defaulters,  specifying  the  name,  residence,  and  trade  or  pro- 
fession of  each,  the  nature  of  the  offence  respecting  which  he  was 
to  testify,  the  cause,  if  known,  of  his  absence,  and  the  fact  whether 
by  reason  of  his  non-attendance  the  ends  of  justice  have  been  de- 
feated or  delayed.  This  list  must  then  be  laid  before  the  judge  at 
the  assizes,  or  before  the  recorder  or  other  corporate  officer,  or  the 
chairman  or  two  other  justices  of  the  peace  at  the  sessions,  who  are 
respectively  required  to  examine  it,  and  to  make  such  order  touching 
the  estreating  of  the  recognizances  as  they  shall  consider  just;  but 
no  recognizance  can  be  ^  estreated  or  put  in  process,  without  the 
written  order  of  the  presiding  judge  or  other  persons,  before  whom 
the  list  has  been  laid.*     If  the  witness,  after  having  been  examined 


'  The  correspond.  Irish  Act,  14  &  15  V.,  c.  93,  enacts  in  ?  13,  cl.  6,  that 
"whenever  in  cases  of  indictable  offences  the  justice  or  justices  shall  see 
fit,  they  may  bind  the  witnesses  by  recognizance  to  appear  at  the  trial  of 
the  offender  and  give  evidence  against  him,"  and  if  such  witnesses  refuse  to 
be  bound  they  may  be  committed.  The  form  of  the  recognizance  is  given 
in  the  Sch. 

M  G.  4,  c.  64,  H ;  9  G.  4,  c.  54,  §  4,  Ir. 

Ml  &  12  v.,  c.  42,  U  1,  16,  20;  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  §  6  ;  14  &  15  V.,  c.  93, 
?  44,  Ir. 

*  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  ?  31  ;  9  G.  4,  c.  54,  ?  34,  Ir. 
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on  oath  before  the  magistrate  or  coroner,  shall  refuse  to  be  bound 
over,  he  maybe  committed;'  and  where  a  married  woman,  who 
could  not  enter  into  her  own  recognizances,  refused  either  to  appear 
at  the  sessions  or  to  find  sureties  for  her  appearance,  the  court  held 
that  the  justice  was  fully  warranted  in  committing  her,  in  order  that 
she  might  be  forthcoming  as  a  witness  at  the  trial.^  It  seems  that 
a  recognizance  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence  is  binding  on  an  infant; 
at  least,  it  has  been  held  that  infancy  is  no  ground  for  discharging 
a  forfeited  recognizance  to  appear  at  the  assizes  to  prosecute 
for  felony:  °  but  the  better  opinion  is,  that  a  justice  is  not 
authorised  to  commit  any  witness  for  refusing  to  find  sureties  to 
be  bound  with  him,  provided  he  be  willing  to  enter  into  his  own 
recognizance.' 

§  1236.  This  mode  of  enforcing  attendance  on  .criminal  trials  is  §  1117a 
not  confined  to  witnesses  for  the  Crown,  but  extends  equally  to  those 
whom  the  accused  wishes  to  call  on  his  behalf.  By  an  Act  passed 
in  1867,  it  is  rendered  necessary  that  the  committing  justice 
should  ask  the  accused  "  whether  he  desires  to  call  any  witnesses," 
and  if  he  answers  in  the  affirmative,  the  witnesses  are  sworn,  and 
examined,  and  their  depositions  are  reduced  to  writing.^  The 
statute  then  goes  on  to  enact,  that  "such  witnesses,— not  being  wit- 
nesses merely  to  the  character  of  the  accused, — as  shall  in  the 
opinion  of  the  justice  gfive  evidence  in  any  way  material  to  the  case, 
or  tending  to  prove  the  innocence  of  the  accused,  shall  be  bound 
by  recognizance  to  appear  and  give  evidence  at  the  trial."  ° 

§  1237.  Neither  is  the  procedure  by  recognizance  limited  to  in-    §  ms 
dictable  offences,  but  it  may  be  adopted  in  several  cases,  where  an 
appeal  lies  to  the  sessions  from  the  conviction  of  one  or  more  jus 


'  11  &  12  v.,  c.  42,  §  20  ;    2  Hale,  P.  C.  282  ;    Bennet  v.  Watson,  3  M.  & 
Sel.  1;  9  G.  4,  c.  54,  §  2,  Ir.     See  Ashton's  case,  7  Q.  B.  169. 
^  Bennet  v.  Watson,  3  M.  &  Sel.  1. 
'  Ex  parte  Williams,  13  Price,  670;  M'Clel.  493,  S.  C. 

*  Per  Graham,  B.,  as  cited  2  Burn,  Jnst.  122  ;    per  Ld.  Denman  in"  Evans  , 
V.  Rees,  12  A.  &  E.  59. 

*  30  &  31  v.,  c.  35,  ?|  3  &  4,  cited  ante,  ?  490,  n.  4. 
«  Id.  ?  3. 
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tices.  Thus,  for  example,  the  statute  for  the  punishment  of  rogues 
and  vagabonds  '  enacts,  in  §  9,  that  when  any  justice  shall  commit 
any  incorrigible  rogue  to  the  house  of  correction,  there  to  remain 
till  the  next  sessions,  or  when  any  idle  or  disorderly  person,  rogue 
and  vagabond,  or  incorrigible  rogue,  shall  give  notice  of  his  intention 
to  appeal,  and  shall  enter  into  recognizances  to  prosecute  such 
appeal,  such  justice  shall  require  the  person  by  whom  such  offender 
shall  be  apprehended,  and  the  persons  whose  evidence  shall  appear 
material  to  prove  the  offence,  and  to  support  such  conviction,  to 
become  bound  in  recognizance  to  appear  at  the  sessions,  to  give  evi- 
dence against  such  offender;  and  the  justices  at  sessions,  are  em- 
powered to  order  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  &c.,  to  pay  such  sum 
to  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses,  as  will  reimburse  them  for  their 
expenses  and  trouble  and  loss  of  time;  and  in  case  any  such  person 
shall  refuse  to  enter  into  such  recognizance,  the  justice  may  commit  ■  > 
him  to  prison. 

§  1238.  Similar  clauses,  varied,  as  to  their  language,  according  §  1119 
to  the  taste  or  practical  knowledge  of  the  draughtsmen,  are 
scattered  through  the  volumes  of  the  statutes ;  ^  though  in 
numerous  instances,  as  in  the  Larceny  Act,^  the  Act  relating  to 
malicious  injuries  to  property,*  the  Game  Acts,°  the  Acts  regulat- 
ing coal  mines  and  metalliferous  mines,'  the  Act  to  prevent  frauds 
of  manufacturers,'  the  Lunatic  Asylums  Act  of  1853,*  "  The  Sea- 
men's Clothing  Act,  1869,"  ^  and  in  many  more  that  might  be 
cited,  the  power  of  binding  witnesses  by  recognizance  is  omitted  in 
the  clauses  giving  an  appeal  to  the  sessions. 

§  1239.'°  A  second  mode  of  procuring  the  attendance  of  wit-    ?  1120 
nesses,  which  may  be  adopted  in   criminal  cases,  and  which  con- 

1  5  G.  4,  c.  83. 

'  See  the  Act  for  the  suppression  of  Gaming  Houses,  17  &  18  V.,  c.  38, 
i  10;  and  that  regulating  the  slaughter  of  horses,  7  &  8  V.,  c.  87,  §  9.  All 
these  enactments  have  been  partially  repealed  hy  47  &  48  V.,  c.  43,  §  4,  and 
Sch. ,  but  the  repeal  does  not  touch  the  law  referred  to  in  the  text. 

»  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  ?  110.  »  24  &  25  V.,  c.  97,  §  68. 

M  &  2  W.  4,  c.  32,  I  44;  9  G.  4,  c.  69,  ?  6. 

"  35  &  36  v.,  c.  76,  ?  61;  and  c.  77,  ?  32. 

'  6  &  7  v.,  c.  40,  ?  29. 

'  16  &  17  v.,  c.  97,  J  128.  All  these  enactments  have  been  partially  re- 
pealed by  47  &  48  T.,  c.  43,  ?  4,  and  Sch.,  but  the  repeal  does  not  touch 
the  law  referred  to  in  the  text. 

''  32  &  33  v.,  c.  57,  §  6. 

'»  Gr.  Ev.,  §  309,  in  part. 
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stitntes  the  ordinary,  summons  in  civil  proceedings,  is  by  serving 
the  witnesses  with  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testiflcandum.  This  is  a 
judicial  writ,  vyhich  the  proper  officer,  on  production  to  him  of  a 
praecipe  in  due  form  for  filing,'  is  bound  to  issue  at  the  instance  of 
the  party  applying  for  it,  without  any  order  of  the  court  for  that 
purpose  having  first  been  obtained.^  It  must,  in  the  High  Court, 
be  in  one  or  other  of  six  Forms  given  in  the  New  Eules;'  and  it 
is  directed  to  the  witness,  commanding  him  in  the  Queen's  name  to 
attend  at  the  court,  and  to  give  evidence  in  a  cause  pending  there- 
in, which  is  described  in  the  writ.  If  the  witness  be  required  to 
produce  any  documents,  a  clause  to  that  effect  is  inserted  in  the 
writ,  which  is  then  termed  a  subpoena  duces  tecum. 


§  1240.  This  last  form  of  subpoena  must  specify  with  reasonable  I  1121 
distinctness  the  particular  documents  required;  and  a  general 
direction  to  produce  all  papers  relating  to  the  subject  in  dispute 
will  not  be  enforced.*  When  a  witness  is  served  with  a  subpcEna 
duces  tecum,  he  is  bound  to  attend  with  the  documents  demanded 
therein,  if  he  has  them  in  his  possession,  and  he  must  leave  the 
question  of  their  actual  production  to  the  judge,  who  will  decide 
upon  the  validity  of  any  excuse  that  may  be  offered  for  withholding 
them.'  An  attachment,  therefore,  will  lie  against  an  overseer  or 
solicitor  of  a  parish,  who,  in  an  inquiry  touching  the  settlement  of  a 
pauper,  refuses  to  bring  the  rate-books  of  such  parish  to  the  petty 
sessions,  in  obedience  to  a  Crown-office  subpoena;  though  it  may 
be  very  questionable  whether  he  would  be  bound  to  submit  these 
books  to  examination,  in  the  event  of  his  bringing  them  into  court.^ 
So,  the  fact  that  thb  legal  custody  of  the  instrument  belongs  to 
another  person  will  not  authorise  a  witness  to  disobey  the  sub- 
poena, provided  the  instrument  be  in  his  actual  possession;'  but 


'  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  26,  and  Form  21  in  App.  G. 

2  Holden  v.  Holden,  and  Hill  v.  Dolt,  7  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  397. 

^  See  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  27,  and  Forms  1,  3—7,  in  App.  J. 

*  Lee  V.  Angas,  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  370;  1  Law  Sep.,  Eq.  59,  S.  C,  per  Wood, 
V.-C;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Wilson,  9  Sim.  526. 

^  Amey  v.  Long,  9  East,  473;  6  Esp.  116;    1  Camp.  14,  S.  C.     See,  ante, 
?  23;  and  as  to  what  is  a  valid  excuse,  see  ante,  §|  458 — 460. 

°  E.  V.  Greenaway,  and  R.  v.  Carey,  7  Q.  B.  126. 

'  Amey  II.  Long,  1  Camp.  14,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 
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documents  filed  in  a  public  office  are  not  so  in  the  possession  of  the 
clerk,  as  to  render  it  necessary,  or  even  allowable,  for  him  to  bring 
them  into  court  without  the  permission  of  the  head  of  the  office.' 
Neither  will  the  secretary  of  a  company  be  exposed  to  an  attach- 
ment for  declining  to  produce  at  a  trial  documents,  which  have  been 
entrusted  to  him  simply  as  a  servant  of  the  company,  and  which 
the  directors  have  specially  forbidden  him  to  produce.^ 

§  1241.  A  writ  of  subpoena,  though  commanding  the  witness  to  ?  1122 
attend  "  from  day  to  day  until  the  cause  be  tried,"  suffices  for  only 
one  sitting  of  the  court,  or  for  one  assize;  and,  therefore,  if  the 
cause  be  made  a  remanent,  or  be  adjourned  to  another  session,  or 
assize,  the  writ  must  be  resealed,  and  the  witness  summoned  anew.' 
Again,  if  any  alteration  be  made  in  the  writ,  after  it  is  sued  out, 
though  before  it  is  served,  it  must  be  resealed;*  and,  therefore, 
when  the  day  of  appearance  named  in  a  subpoena  was  altered  by  an 
attorney  from  one  term  to  another,  it  was  held  that  the  writ  thereby 
became  void,  and  that  the  witness,  on  whom  it  was  served  subse- 
quently to  the  alteration,  might  treat  it  as  waste  paper.^ 

§  1241a.  An  ordinary  writ  of  subpoena  differs  in  this  respect 
from  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  that  while  the  former  "  contains 
three  names  when  necessary  or  required,  and  may  contain  any 
larger  number  of  names,"  ^  the  latter  cannot  include  more  than 
three  persons,  and  the  party  suing  it  out  may,  if  it  be  deemed 
desirable,  have  a  separate  writ  for  each  person.' 

§  1542.*  The  service  of  a  subpoena  upon  a  witness  is  of  no  validity   §,  1123 
if  not  made  within  twelve  weeks  after  the  teste  of  the  writ.'     It 

1  Thornhill  v.  Thornhill,  2  Jac.  &  W.  347;  Austin  v.  Evans,  2  M.  &  Gr. 
430. 
-  Crowther  v.  Appleby,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.  7;  9  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  23,  S.  C. 
'  Sydenham  v.  Rand,  3  Doug.  429;  S.  C.  cited  2  Tidd,  855,  8th  ed. 

*  SeeOrd.  XXXVII.,  R,  31. 

*  Barber  D.Wood,  2  M.  &  Rob.  172,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
8  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  29. 

'  R.  30. 

»  6r.  Ev.  §  314,  in  part. 

»  R.  34. 
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must  also  in  all  cases  be  made  a  reasonable  time  before  trial,  to 
enable  the  witness  to  put  his  affairs  in  such  order,  that  his  attend- 
ance on  the  court  may  be  as  little  detrimental  as  possible  to  his 
interests.'  On  this  principle,  a  summons  in  the  morning  to  attend 
in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  has  more  than  once  been  held 
insufficient,  though  the  witness  lived  in  the  same  town,  and  very 
near  to  the  place  of  trial.  ^  Where,  however,  a  witness  was  served 
at  noon,  while  standing  on  the  steps  of  the  court-house,  and  being 
then  told  that  the  cause  was  coming  on  that  day,  replied,  "  very 
well,"  the  court  held  that  his  non-attendance  at  five  o'clock,  when 
the  trirl  was  heard,  rendered  him  liable  to  an  action,  since  his 
answer  was  equivalent  to  an  admission  that  the  service  was  in  time.' 
So,  if  a  witness  attend  a  trial  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena,  he  cannot 
refuse  to  be  examined  on  the  ground  of  any  irregularity  in  the 
service.*  So,  if  a  witness  be  in  court  as  a  spectator,  he  cannot,  it 
seems,  object  to  give  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  subpoena  has 
only  just  been  served  upon  him;  ^  though,  if  he  be  a  solicitor,  who 
is  .engaged  in  winding  up  another  cause,  the  rule  may  be  different; 
or  at  least,  it  is  highly  probable  that  he  would  not  be  liable  to  an 
attachment  for  disobedience.  °  Neither  in  criminal  prosecutions  can 
a  witness  decline  to  be  sworn,  though  he  has  not  been  subpoenaed 
at  all.'  But  in  civil  cases  a  witness  may  always  refuse  to  be 
examined,  unless  he  be  properly  served  with  a  writ." 

§  1243.  Where  a  subpoena,  requiring  the  attendance  of  a  witness    §  1123 
on  the  31st  of  March,  and  so  on  from  day  to  day  until  the  action 

'  Hammond  v.  Stewart,  1  Str.  510. 

2  Id. ;  Barber  v.  "Wood,  2  M.  &  Rob.  172,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
'  Maunsell  v.  Ainsworth,  8  Dowl.  869,  per  Parke  and  Alderson,  Bs. ;  Jackson 
V.  Seagar,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  13,  per  Wightman,  J. 
'  Wisden  v.  Wisden,  6  Beav.  549,  per  Wigram,  V.-C. 
^  Doe  1'.  Andrews,  2  Cowp.  845. 

*  Pitcher  v.  King,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  755,  per  Williams,  J. 
'  E.  V.  Sadler,  4  C.  &  P.  218,  per  Littledale,  J. 

*  Bowles  V.  Johnson,  1  W.  Bl.  36.  See  contr^,  Blackburn  v.  Hargreave,  2 
Lew.  C.  C.  259,  where  Hullock,  B.,  is  reported  to  have  held,  that,  if  a  witness 
be  in  court,  having  come  there  on  other  business,  he  cannot  refuse  to  be  sworn, 
though  his  expenses  be  not  tendered.  Sed.  qu.  A  witness  is  not  bound  to 
obey  a  subpceua  in  a  civil  cause,  unless  his  expenses  be  tendered,  although  the 
party,  who  requires  his  testimony,  is  suing  in  forma  pauperis.  2  Lew.  C.  C. 
259,  per  Hullock,  B.  ' 
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should  be  tried,  was  served  on  the  2nd  of  April,  when  the  witness 
was  distinctly  told  that  the  trial  had  not  come  on,  he  was  held 
civilly  responsible  for  disobeying  the  writ  on  the  6th  of  April  when 
the  cause  was  heard; '  though,  had  he  received  no  notice  at  the 
time  of  service  that  the  cause  had  not  then  been  tried,  the  result 
might  have  been  different,  and  he  would  at  least  have  avoided  the 
penalty  of  an  attachment.^  As  the  question  whether  the  writ  has 
been  served  within  a  reasonable  time  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge, '  and  must  vary  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case, 
it  is  hoped  that  the  decisions  cited  above  will  sufficiently  illustrate 
the  general  practice;*  but  it  deserves  notice,  that,  in  the  United 
States,  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  is  generally  fixed  by  statute, 
one  day  being  usually  allowed  for  every  twenty  miles  that  intervene 
between  the  residence  of  the  witness  and  the  place  of  trial.  Perhaps 
a  somewhat  simila;r  rule  might,  with  advantage,  be  adopted  in  this 
country. 

§  1244.  Under  the  New  Eules  of  1883,  "  the  service  of  a  §  1124 
subpcena  shall  be  effected  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  writ,  and  of  the 
indorsement  thereon,  and  at  the  same  time  producing  the  original 
vrrit."  ^  Personal  service  will  not  be  dispensed  with,  even  though  it  be 
sworn  that  the  witness  keeps  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  such  service;  ° 
and  the  provision,  which  requires  the  production  of  the  original 
v?rit  at  the  time  of  serving  the  copy,  must  be  strictly  followed,  since 
otherwise  the  witness  cannot  be  chargeable  with  a  contempt  in  not 
appearing  upon  the  summons.^  Again,  "  affidavits  filed  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  service  of  a  subpoena  upon  any  defendant, 
must  state  when,  where,  and  how,  and  by  whom,  such  service  was 


'  Davis  V.  Lovell,  7  Dowl.  178. 

'  Id.  183;  Alexander  v.  Dixon,  1  Bing.  366;  8  Moore,  387,  S.  C. 

^  Barber  v.  "Wood,  2  M.  &.  Eob.  172;  ante,  §  23. 

*  See,  further,  the  analogous  cases,  respecting  the  reasonable  service  of  a 
notice  to  produce,  ante,  ?  445. 

5  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  32. 

«  See  In  re  Pyne,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  703. 

'  Wadsworth  v.  Marshal],  1  C.  &  M.  87;  R.  v.  Wood,  1  Dowl.  509,  per 
Littledale,  J.;  Garden  v.  Cresswell,  2  M.  &  "W.  319;  5  Dowl.  461,  S!  C; 
Jacob  V.  Hungate,  3  Dowl.  456;  Pitcher  v.  King,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  755,  per 
Williams,  J.  ' 
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effected."  Such  is  the  language  of  Bule  33,  which  certainly  raises 
a  curious  question  as  to  "when,  where,  how,  and  by  whom"  the 
word  defendant  has  become  part  of  the  sentence. 

§  1245.  If  the  copy  of  the  writ  vary  in  any  material  degree  from  ?  1125 
the  orignal  subpoena,  as  where  the  copy  required  the  witness  to 
attend  on  the  24th  of  May,  and  the  writ  itself  specified  the  27th,  an 
altabhment  for  disobedience  cannot  be  obtained.'  So,  the  writ 
must  state,  with  reasonable  certainty,  the  name  of  the  cause,  as  also 
the  place  in  which  the  attendance  of  the  witness  is  required.^ 
Where,  however,  the  subpoena  required  the  attendance  of  the  wit- 
ness at  Westminster  Hall,  the  Nisi  Prius  sittings  being  in  fact  held 
at  the  adjoining  sessions-house,  it  was  ruled  that  an  attachment 
might  be  granted  for  •  non-attendance  at  the  sessions-house,  notices 
having  been  afQxed  to  the  wall  of  the  court  in  Westminster  Hall, 
directing  witnesses  to  proceed  to  that  place.'  So,  where  a  sub- 
poena, tested  the  9th  of  May  and  served  on  the  19th  required  at- 
tendance on  the  21st  of  March  instant,  the  court  considered  that 
this  was  an  error  which  could  not  mislead.'' 


§  1246.  In  order  the  more  effectually  to  secure  the  attendance  of  i  1126 
witnesses  in  civil  cases,  the  Act  of  5  El.,  c.  9, — made  perpetual  by 
26  &  27  v.,  c.  125, — enacts,  in  §  12,  that,  if  any  person,  upon  whom 
any  process  of  subpoena  out  of  a  Court  of  Record  shall  be  served, 
"  and  having  tendered  to  him,  according  to  his  countenance  or 
calling,  such  reasonable  sum  for  his  costs  and  charges,  as,  having 
regard  to  the  distance  of  the  places,  is  necessary  to  be  allowed," 
shall,  without  lawful  cause,  neglect  to  appear,  he  shall  forfeit  lOZ., 
and  yield  such  further  recompense  to  the  party  aggrieved,  as  the 
judge  in  his  discretion  shall  award.  The  question  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes the  "  reasonable  costs  and  charges"  of  a  witness  under  this 
statute  was  left,  in  former  times,  very  much  to  the  discretion 
of  the  taxing  oflScers;  but  that  question  is  now,  so  far  as  it  relates 


■  Doe  V.  Thcmson,  9  Dowl.  948,  per  Wightman,  J. 

'  Id.;  Swanne  v.  Taaflfe,  8  12.  Law  E.,  101;  Milson  v.  Day,  3  M.  &  P.  333. 
'  Chapman  v.  Davis,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  239;  4  Scott,  N.  E.  319;  3  M.  &  Gr.  609, 
S.  C.  *  Page  V.  Carew,  1  C.  &  J.  514. 
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to  all  the  divisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  happily  set  at  rest  by  the 
formal  adoption  of  a  partially  fixed  scale  of  remuneration.  That 
scale  will  be  found  set  out  at  length  in  the  Appendix;  and  it  is 
only  here  necessary  to  refer  to  a  somewhat  exacting  Eule  of  Court, 
which  the  learned  judges, — displaying,  perhaps,  a  pardonable  zeal 
in  favour  of  their  own  functionaries, — have  recently  promulgated, 
and  which  runs  thus  : — 

"  Amy  officer  of  the  Central  Office,  being  required  to  attend  with 
any  record  or  document  at  any  assizes  or  at  any  court  or  place  out 
of  the  Eoyal  Courts  of  Justice,  shall  be  entitled  to  require  that  the 
solicitor  or  party  desiring  his  attendance  shall  deposit  with  him  a 
sufficient  sum  of  money  to  answer  his  just  fees,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses in  respect  of  such  attendance,  and  undertake  to  pay  any 
further  just  fees,  charges,  and  expenses  which  may  not  be  fully 
answered  by  such  deposit."  * 

§  1246a.  In  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy  the  allowances  to  witnesses 
are  the  same  as  in  the  High  Court,  excepting  ^  only  that  a  petition- 
ing creditor  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  witness,  or  to  be  paid  for 
loss  of  time,  though  he  may  claim  his  expenses  of  travelling  and 
subsistence.'  In  the  Court  for  the  trial  of  either  Parliamentary  or 
Municipal  Election  Petitions,  the  scale  of  remuneration  is  identical 
with  that  adopted  in  the  High  Court;*  but  in  the  County  Courts,^ 
which  aim  at  bringing  justice  within  the  reach  of  the  poor,  witnesses 
are  less  liberally  remunerated  than  in  the  Eoyal  Courts  of  Justice. 

§  1247.  Although  the  scale  of  allowance  to  witnesses,  as  now   §  1127 
fixed  by  Eule,  has  been  framed  principally  with  reference  to  persons 
who  are  subpoenaed  to  attend  trials  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  taxing  masters       ' 
will  occasionally  be  justified,^  under  special  circumstances,  in  allow- 


'  Exiles  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  29. 

■■'  Ord.  of  1884  under  Bankruptcy  Act,  cit«d  53  L.  J.,  Ord.  &  Rules,  p.  76. 

2  Id.  53  L.  J.,  Ord.  &  Rules,  p.  73. 

'  31  &  32  v.,  c.  125,  §  34,  continued  till  31  of  Dec,  1884,  by  46  &  47  T.,  c. 
51,  ?  70;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  §  94,  subs.  9.  See  McLaren  v.  Home,  L.  E.  7  Q.  B. 
D.  477;  S.  0.  nom.  McLaren  v.  Home,  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  658. 

'  See  Appendix  for  the  scale 

^  See  D.  of  Beaufortu  Ld.  Ashbumham,  32  L.  J.,  C.  P.  97;  13  Com.  B.,  N. 
S.,  598,  S.  C.     See  Churton  v.  Frewen,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  660. 
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ing  costs  for  the  attendance  of  witnesses  who  have  not  been  sub- 
poenaed, or  for  the  detention  of  witnesses  beyond  the  actual  period 
of  the  trial,  or  for  services  rendered  by  skilled  witnesses,  who  either 
prior  to  the  trial  have  been  employed  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,'  or  at  the  trial  have  been  retained  tc  watch  the  testimony  of 
other  witnesses.^  Moreover,  a  special  rule  has  recently  been  framed 
as  applicable  alike  to  all  the  Divisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  which, 
— ^rejecting  the  old  practice  of  the  Common  Law  Courts,'  and 
adopting  that  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,* — provides  that,  "as  to 
evidence,  such  just  and  reasonable  charges  and  expenses  as  appear 
to  have  been  properly  incurred  in  procuring  evidence,  and  the 
attendance  of  witnesses,  are  to  be  allowed."  ^  By  virtue  of  this  rule 
the  master  may,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  allow  to  scientific 
witnesses  for  their  attendance  larger  sums  than  can  be  awarded 
to  ordinary  witnesses  under  the  general  scale  of  allowances.* 
The  term  "procuring  evidence"  as  used  in  the  Eule,  is  certainly 
somewhat  vague,  but  it  has  been  held  to  include  all  preliminary 
costs  incurred  in  qualifying  witnesses  to  give  evidence  at  the  trial.' 
Again,  if  a  foreign  witness,  who  is  not  accessible  by  subpoena,  but 
whose  evidence  is  material  in  the  cause,  refuses  to  leave  his  home 
unless  he  be  remunerated  for  his  trouble,  the  compensation  paid  to 
him,  if  reasonable  in  amount,  will  generally  be  allowed  and  taxed 
against  the  losing  party;'  and  where  the  captain  of  a  ship  has  been 
detained  for  a  long  time  in  this  country  in  order  to  give  evidence 
on  a  trial,  large  sums,  calculated  at  a  guinea  a-day,  and  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  above  lOOL,  have  been  allowed  for  his  detention.' 


1  Robbi).  Connor,  I.  E.,  9  Eq.  373. 

2  Eyan  v.  Dolan,  I.  E.,  7  Eq.  92. 

'  See  Nolan  «.  Copeman,  8  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  84;  42  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  44,  S.  C; 
May  V.  Selby,  4  M.  &  Gr.  142;  Murphy  v.  Nolan,  I.  R.,  7  Eq.  498,  500. 

*  Batley  v.  Kynock,  20  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  632;  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  565,  S.  C;  Smith 
V.  Butler,  19  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  473. 

5  Ord.  LXV.,  E.-27,'snbs.  9  of  Rules  of  Sup.  tt.,  1883. 

«  TurnbuU  v.  Janson,  L.  E.,  3C.  P.  D.  264;  47  L.  J.,  C.  P.  384,  S.  C. 

'  Maekley  v.  Chillingworth,  46  L.  J.,  C.  P.  484;  L.  E.,  2  C.  P.  D.  273,  S.  C; 
Tumbull  V.  Janson,  L.  E.,  3  C.  P.  D.  264. 

8  Lonergan  v.  Roy.  Ex.  Ass.,  7  Bing.  725;  id.  729,  S.  C;  Tremain  v. 
Barrett,  6  Taunt.  88;  1  Marsh.  463,  S.  C. 

'  Stewart  v.  Steele,  4  M.  &  Gr.  669  ;  Mount  v.  Larkins,  8  Bing,  195;  1 
M.  &  So.  3.57;  1  Dowl.  262,  S.  C;  Temperley  v.  Scott,  8  Bing.  392;  1  M.  & 
15  LAW  OF  EVID.— v.  III.  (3927) 
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So, — although  it  is  not  a  general  rule,  either  that  parties,  if  wit- 
nesses in  their  own  favour,  are  to  have  an  allowance  for  their 
attendance  at  the  trial,  or  that  after  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  has  been 
obtained,  witnesses  may  be  detained  at  the  cost  of  the  losing  party, 
— the  court,  under  very  special  circumstances,  has  allowed,  in 
taxation  of  costs,  subsistence  money  to  a  seafaring  man,  who  was 
a  necessary  witness  in  his  own  cause,  and  who,  after  having 
obtained  a  verdict,  remained  in  England  until  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial,  granted  at  the  instance  of  his  opponent,  had  been  discharged.' 
Where  no  special  circumstances  intervene,  the  expenses  of  the 
attendance  of  witnesses  on  the  commission  day  of  the  assizes  will 
not  be  allowed  as  against  the  losing  party  on  taxation  of  costs.^ 

§  li49l  The  reasonable  expenses  of  a  witness  ought  to  be  ten-  2  1129 
dered  to  him  at  the  time  when  he  is  served  with  the  subpoena,^  or, 
at  least,  a  reasonable  time  before  the  trial;*  and  even  though  he 
actually  appears,  he  cannot  be  attached  for  declining  to  give  evi- 
dence, unless  these  charges  are  paid  or  tendered.^  He  has,  however, 
no  right  to  refuse  to  be  examined  on  the  ground  that  the  expenses 
incurred  by  him  on  former  attendances  have  not  been  paid.'  If  the 
witness  be  a  married  woman,  the  money  should,  it  seems,  be  ten- 
dered to  her,  rather  than  to  her  husband;'  and  if  a  person  be  sub- 
poenaed by  both  parties,  he  is  entitled,  before  giving  evidence,  to  be 
paid  by  the  party  actually  calling  him  all  the  expenses  to  which  he  ' 
will  be  liable,  after  exhausting  what  he  may  waive  his  right  to 
opposite  side.'  Of  course  the  witness  may  waive  his  right  to 
demand  the  payment  of  his   expenses,  and  if  he  does  so,  either 


Sc.  601,  S.  C;  Potter  v.  Rankin,  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  518;  Evans  o.  Watson, 
3  Com.  B.  327;  Berry  v.  Pratt,  1  B.  &  C.  276.  See  The  Bahia,  1  Law  Eep., 
Adm.  &  Ecc.  15;  The  Karla,  B.  &  Lush.,  Adm.  367. 

1  Dowdell  V.  Austral.  Roy.  Mail  Co.,  3  E.  &  B.  902.  See  Howes  v.  Barber, 
18  Q.  B.  588;  Calvert  v.  Scinde  Ry.  Co.,  18  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  306. 

'  Harvey  v.  Divers,  16  Com.  B.  497. 

^  Fuller  V.  Prentice,  1  H.  Bl.  49. 

*  Home  V.  Smith,  6  Taunt.  9;  1  Marsh.  410,  S.  C;  13  East,  16,  n.  a. 

»  Bowles  V.  Johnson,  1  "W.  Bl.  36;   Newton  v.  Harland,  1  M.  &  Gr.  956; 
9  Dowl.  16,  S.  C;  Brocas  v.  Lloyd,  23  Beav.  129;  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  758,  S.  C. 
"  Gaunt  i'.  Johnson,  6  Beav.  551.  '  Cro.  El.  122;  W.  Jon.  430. 

*  Allen  V.  Yoxall,  1  C,  &  Kir.  315,  per  Eolfe,  B.;  Betteley  v.  M'Leod,  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  405,  407;  5  Dowl.  481,  S.  C. 
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directly,  by  agreeing  to  take  a  less  sum  than  that  to  which  he  is 
entitled/  or  indirectly,  by  accompanying  the  parties  to  the  place  of 
trial  without  previously  making  any  claim,^  he  will  be  liable  to  all 
the  consequences  of  disobedience,  should  he  subsequently  refuse  to 
appear  as  a  witness.' 

§  1250.  The  law  is  not  very  clear  as  to  what  circumstances  will  §  31^0 
justify  a  witness,  who,  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena,  has  attended  a  trial 
in  a  civil  cause,  in  bringing  an  action  for  his  "  costs  and  charges," 
and  the  following  propositions  are  submitted  with  some  hesitation. 
First,  the  witness  can  maintain  such  an  action  against  the  party  to 
the  suit  who  has  subpoenaed  him,  if  any  express  contract  has  been 
made  upon  the  subject;*  secondly,  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be, 
that  the  jury  may  reasonably  infer  a  promise  to  pay  from  the  mere 
fact  of  the  attendace  of  the  witness  at  the  trial,  and  that  where 
such  an  inference  is  drawn,  the  action  can  be  supported  by  the  im- 
plied contract;  ^  thirdly,  a  witness  cannot  recover  any  larger  amount 
than  the  sum  specified  in  the  scale  of  allowance  as  fixed  by  the  judges, 
even  though  he  rests  his  claim  on  an  express  promise ;°  and,  lastly, 
no  action  can  be  brought  by  the  witness  against  the  solicitor  who 
subpoenaed  him,  on  an  implied  contract  to  pay  the  expenses  of  attend- 
ance,' though  probably  the  witness  may  succeed,  if  he  can  establish 
the  fact  of  an  express  agreement  having  been  made  to  that  efiPect.* 

§  1251.  It  here  deserves  notice,  that  conduct-money  received  by  §  1130a 
a  witness  with  a  subpoena  may  be  recovered  back  by  the  party  who 
paid  it,   as  money  had  and  received,  where  the  attendace  of  the 
witness  has  become  necessary,  and  no  expenses  have  been  incurred 
under  the  writ.' 

I  Betteley  v.  M'Leod,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  405. 

'  Newton  v.  Harland,  1  M.  &  Gr.  956.  In  that  case,  the  witness  having 
accompanied  the  plaintiffs  to  the  place  of  trial,  and  lived  with  them  there,  was 
deemed  to  have  waived  her  right  to  remuneration  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial, 
though  she  was  held  to  be  still  entitled  to  claim  her  fair  expenses  for  returning 
home.  ^  Gioodwiu  v.  West,  Cro.  Car.  522,  540. 

*  Hallet  V.  Mears,  13  East,  15;  Goodwin  v.  West,  Cro.  Car.  522,  540.  ' 

*  Pell  V.  Daubeny,  5  Ex.  E.  955. 

^  Willis  V.  Peckham,  1  B.  &  B.  515;  Collins  v.  Godefroy,  1  B.  &  Ad.  950. 
'  Robins  v.  Bridge,  3  M.  &  W.  114;  Lee  v.  Everest,  2  H.  &  N.  285. 

*  Robins  v.  Bridge,  3  M.  &  W.  114;  and  cases  there  cited.  Also  Lee  v. 
Everest,  2  H.  &  N.  285,  292,  per  Bramwell,  B. 

»  Martin  v.  Andrews,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  39;  7  E.  &  B.  1,  S.  C. 
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§  1252.'  In  criminal  cases,  no  tender  of  fees  is  in  general  neces-  g  ngj 
sary,  either  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  or  of  the  prisoner,  in  order  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  the  respective  witnesses;''  and  this  rule 
will  prevail,  though  the  indictment  has  been  removed  by  certiorari, 
and  is,  consequently,  tried  in  the  Nisi  Prius  Court.'  An  exception, 
however,  has  been  recognised  by  the  Legislature  in  favour  of  those 
witnesses,  who,  living  in  one  distinct  part  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
are  required  to  obey  subpoenas  directing  their  attendance  in  another; 
and  who  are  not  liable  to  punishment  for  disobedience  of  the  pro- 
cess, unless,  at  the  time  of  service,  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  sum 
of  money,  to  defray  their  expenses  in  coming,  attending,  and  re- 
turning, has  been  tendered  to  them.*  Another  exception  would 
seem  to  be  recognised  in  courts-martial,  when  any  person  who/i's  not 
subject  to  military  law  is  summoned  as  a  witness;  for  although  the 
Army  Act,  1881,  contains  no  positive  enactment  enforcing  the 
payment  of  fees  to  such  a  witness,  he  cannot  be  punished  for 
making  default  in  his  attendance,  unless  he  has  been  paid  or  tendered 
his  reasonable  expenses.^ 


§1253.  Although  witnesses  in  Crown  cases  cannot, — except  under  ?  1132 
the  circumstances  just  stated, — claim,  as  a  matter  of  right,  the  pay- 
ment of  their  expenses,  it  being  considered  by  the  law  to  be  the 
public  duty  of  every  citizen  to  obey  a  call  of  this  description;  yet, 
in  order  t6  encourage  the  due  prosecution  of  ofPenders,  the  Legisla- 
ture has  authorised  the  Courts  of  Criminal  Law  to  grant  to  those 
prosecutors  and  witnesses  for  the  Crown  who  attend  on  recognizance* 
or  subpoena,'  such  costs  as  will  reimburse  them  for  the  expenses 


'  Gr.  Ev.  I  311,  as  to  the  first  three  lines. 

'  Pell  V.  Dauheny,  5  Ex.  E.  957,  per  Parke  and  Alderson,  Bs. ;  per  Bayley, 
J.,  cited  2  Russ.  C.  &  M.  948,  n.  a;  E.  v.  Cousens,  id.  per  Wightman,  J.;  E.  v. 
Cooke,  1  C.  &.  P.  322,  par  Parke,  J.,  and  Garrow,  B. 

'  E.  J).  Cooke,  1  C.  &  P.  322.     See  post,  §  1256. 

*  45  (>.  3,  c.  92,  ^  4.  See  also  44  &  45  V.,  c.  24,  ?  4,  subs.  3;  and  44  &  45 
v.,  c.  69,  U  15  and  27. 

*  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  ?  126,  subs.  la. 

'  A  party  will  be  entitled  to  his  expenses  under  this  term,  though  he  has 
been  bound  over  to  prosecute  by  the  Quart.  Sess. ,  E.  v.  Paine,  7  C.  &  P.  136. 

'  The  expenses  of  a  prosecutor,  -whose  name  is  included  in  a  subpoena,  are 
not  confined,  under  this  term,  to  his  costs  as  a  witness  only,  though  he  has 
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they  have  incurred,  or  shall  incur,'  in  all  cases  of  felony,^  excepting 
those  offenses  which  are  declared  felonies,  either  under  the  Act 
passed  in  the  year  1848,  for  the.  better  security  of  the  Crown  and 
Government,^  or,  perhaps,  under  the  Act  of  1861,  relating  to 
offences  against  the  coin.* 

§  1254.  Similar  powers  of  awarding  costs  are  also  conferred  on   §  I'i'^s 
the  courts,  when  persons  are  prosecuted  for  any  of  the  following 

not  been  bound  over  by  the  magistrate  to  prosecute,  E.  v.  Sheering,  7  C.  &  P. 
440,  by  all  the  judges.     See  E.  v.  Jeyes,  3  A.  &  E.  .416. 

'  The  judge,  ■vvho  reserves  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  for 
Crown  Cases  Eeserved,  may  allow  the  prosecutor  the  costs  he  will  incur  in 
arguing  such  case;  and  the  officer  of  the  court  above  will  tax  and  ascertain 
such  costs,  and  certify  the  amount  to  the  officer  of  the  court  below,  E.  v. 
Lewis,  Dear.  &  Bell,  326;  E.  v.  Cluderoy,  3  C.  &  Kir.  205. 

'^  7  G.  4,  e.  64,  §  22,  enacts,  that  "the  court  before  which  any  person  shall 
be  prosecuted  or  tried  for  any  felony  is  hereby  authorised  and  empowered, 
at  the  request  of  the  prosecutor  or  of  any  other  person,  who  shall  appear  on 
recognizance  or  subpoena  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence  against  any  person 
accused  of  any  felony,  to  order  payment  unto  the  prosecutor  of  the  costs  and 
expenses  which  such  prosecutor  shall  incur  in  preferring  the  indictment,  and 
also  payment  to  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  of  such  sums 
of  money  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  reasonable  and  sufficient,  to  reimburse  such 
prosecutor  and  witnesses  for  the  expenses  they  shall  have  severally  incurred 
in  attending  before  the  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates  and  the  grand 
jury,  and  in  otherwise  carrying  on  such  prosecution;  and  also  to  compensate 
them  for  their  trouble  and  loss  of  time  therein;  and,  although  no  bill  of 
indictment  be  preferred,  it  shall  still  be  lawful  for  the  court,  where  any  person 
shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  bona  fide  have  attended  the  court  in  obedience 
to  any  such  recognizance  or  subpcena,  to  order  payment  unto  such  person  of 
such  sum  of  money  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  reasonable  and  sufficient,  to 
reimburse  such  person  for  the  expenses  which  he  or  she  shall  have  bonA  fide 
incurred  by  reason  of  attending  before  the  examining  magistrate  or  magis- 
trates, and  by  reason  of  such  recognizance  or  subpoena;  and  also  to  compensate 
such  person  for  trouble  and  loss  of  time;  and  the  amount  of  the  expenses  of 
attending  before  the  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates,  and  the  compen- 
sation for  trouble  and  loss  of  time  therein,  shall  be  ascertained  by  the  certificate 
of  such  magistrate  or  magistrates,  granted  before  the  trial  or  attendance  in 
court,  if  such  magistrate  or  magistrates  shall  think  fit  to  grant  the  same;  and 
the  amount  of  all  other  expenses  and  compensation  shall  be  ascertained  by  the 
proper  officer  of  the  court,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  regulations  to  be  estab- 
lished in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned."  See  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  116,  §  105, 
Ir.;  and  7  &  8  V.,  c.  106,  ?  40,  Ir.  „  ,   „  _^ 

'11  &  12  v.,  c.  12,  ?  10,  enacts,  that  "  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  court 
before  which  any  person  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  for  any  felony  under 
this  Act,  to  order  payment  to  the  prosecutor  or  the  witnesses  of  any  costs, 
which  shall  be  incurred  in  preferring  or  prosecuting  any  such  indictment." 

*  24  &  25  v.,  c.  99,  §  42,  cited  post,  ?  1255. 
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misdemeanors  or  offences : — an  attempt  to  commit  felony  ;'  an 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  felony;^  an  assault  upon  a  peace 
officer  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  or  upon  any  person  acting  in 
his  aid;''  an  assault  in  pursuance  of  any  conspiracy  to  raise  the  rate 

'  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  'i  23,  after  reciting  that  "  for  want  of  power  in  the  court  to 
order  payment  of  the  expenses  of  any  prosecution  for  a  misdemeanor,  many 
individuals  are  deterred  by  the  expense  from  prosecuting  persons  guilty  of 
misdemeanors,  who  thereby  escape  the  punishment  due  to  their  offenses;" 
for  remedy  thereof,  enacts,  that  ' '  where  any  prosecutor  or  other  person  shall 
appear  before  any  court,  on  recognizance  or  subpoena,  to  prosecute  or  give 
evidence  against  any  person  indicted  of  any  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
felony,  of  any  attempt  to  commit  felony,  of  any  riot,  of  any  misdemeanor  for 
receiving  any  stolen  property  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen,  of  any 
assault  upon  a  peace  officer  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  or  upon  any  person 
acting  in  aid  of  mch  officer,  of  any  neglect  or  breach  of  duty,  as  a  peace  officer 
of  any  assault  committed  in  pursuance  of  any  co/nspiracy  to  raise  the  rate  of 
wages,  of  knowingly  and  designedly  obtaining  any  property  by  false  pretences, 
of  wilful  and  indecent  exposure  of  the  person,  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or 
of  subornation  of  perjury,  every  such  court  is  hereby  authorized  and  em- 
powered to  order  payment  of  the  costs  and  expeqges  of  the  prosecutor  and 
witness  for  the  prosecution,  together  with  a  compensation  for  their  trouble 
and  loss  of  time,  in  the  same  manner  as  courts  are  hereinbefore  authorised 
and  empowered  to  order  the  same  in  cases  of  felony;  and,  although  no  bill 
of  indictment  be  preferred,  it  shall  still  be  lawful  lor  the  court,  where  any 
person  shall  have  bond  fide  attended  the  court  in  obedience  to  any  such 
recognizance,  to  order  payment  of  the  expenses  of  any  such  person,  together 
with  a,  compensation  for  his  or  her  trouble  and  loss  of  time,  in  the  same 
manner  in  cases  of  felony."  This  section  originally  contained  a  proviso, 
"that  in  cases  of  misdemeanor  the  power  of  ordering  the  payment  of  ex- 
penses and  compensation  shall  not  extend  to  the  attendence  before  the 
examining  magistrate;"  but  that  proviso  is  now  repealed  by  "?  1  of  14  &  15 
v.,  c.  55.  ?§  24  &  25  of  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  farther  provide,  that  the  order  for 
payment  shall  be  made  out  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  and  that  the 
money  shall  be  paid  by  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  &c.,  or  by  such  other 
person  as  is  mentioned  in  the  Act.  If  the  treasurer  refuses  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses in  obedience  to  the  order,  the  remedy  is  by  indictment,  and  not  by 
mandamus,  R.  v.  Jeyes,  3  j\.  &  E.  416.  Sfee  5  A.  &  E.  812,  n. ;  but  to  render 
the  treasurer  liable  to  prosecution,  the  entire  order  of  the  court  must  be  served 
upon  him ;  and  therefore,  .where  the  order  was  to  pay  an  aggregate  sum,  the 
details  being  annexed,  and  the  attorney  tore  off  the  paper  containing  the 
details,  it  was  held  that  the  treasurer  was  justified  in  refusing  to  pay,  R.  v. 
Jones,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  171;  9  C.  &  p.  401,  S.  C.  §  27  of  the  Act  provides  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  prosecutions  in  the  Court  of  Admirality.  The 
Stat.  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  26,  §  12,  enacts,  that  any  two  judges  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court  may  order  the  costs  of  prosecutors  and  witnesses  to  be  paid 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  county  in  which,  but  for  that  Act,  the  offender  would 
have  been  tried.  See  7  &  8  V.,  c.  106,  |  40,  Ir.,  as  to  what  remuneration  will 
be  allowed  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses  attending  the  trial  of  misdemeanors 
in  the  county  of  Dublin. 

'^  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  i  23,  cited  in  last  note.  «  Id. 
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of  wages;'  the  receiving  stolen  property,  knowing  it  to  have  been 
stolen;^  riot;'  perjury;*  subornation  of  perjury; °  neglect  or 
breach  of  duty  as  a  peace  officer;  ^  obtaining  property  by  false  pre- 
tences;' wilful  and  indecent  exposure  of  the  person;*  endeavouring 
to  conceal  the  birth  of  a  child ;°  carnal  knowledge  of  girls  between 
the  ages  of  ten  and  twelve  ;■"'  taking  or  causing  to  be  taken  any  un- 
married girl  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years  from  her  father,  mother, 
or  guardian;  "  conspiring  to  charge  any  person  with  felony,  or  to 
indict  him  for  felony ; '^  conspiring  to  commit  any  felony; '^ com- 
mitting any  corrupt  practice,  whether  it  be  a  felony;  or  misde- 
meanor, either  at  a  parliamentary  '*  or  at  a  municipal  '^  election,  and 
all  misdemeanors  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854,'°  under 
the  Act  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  19,"  or  under  any  of  the  Acts  of  1861, 

'  Id  ^~Id^  ''id.  *ld^ 

5  Id  «  Id.  '  Id.  8  i^ 

'  7  W.  4  &  1  V. ,  c.  44,  enacts,  that  ' '  where  any  prosecutor  or  other  person 
shall  appear  before  any  court,  on  recognizances  or  subpoena,  to  prosecute  or  give 
evidence  against  any  person  upon  any  charges  of  having  endeavoured  to  conceal 
the  hirth  of  any  child,  every  such  court  is  hereby  authorised  and  empowered, 
whether  any  bill  of  indictment  for  such  charge  shall  or  shall  iiot  be  actually 
preferred,  to  order  payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  prosecutor 
and  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  together  with  a  compensation  for  their 
troubles  and  loss  of  time,  in  the  same  manner  as  courts  are  now  by  law 
authorised  and  empowered  to  order  the  same  in  cases  of  prosecution  for  felony." 

'"  14  &  15  v.,  c.  55,  ?  2,  extends  the  power  of  allowing  costs  to  cases, 
where  parties  are  indicted  for  "  unlawfully  and  carnally  knowing  and  abus- 
ing any  girl  being  above  the  age  of  ten  years  and  under  the  age  of  twelve 
years;  unlawfully  taking  or  causing  to  be  taken  any  unmarried  girl,  being 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  -years,  out  of  the  possession  and  against  the  will  of 
her  father  or  mother,  or  of  any  other  person  having  the  lawful  care  or  charge 
of  her ;  conspiring  to  charge  any  person  with  any  felony,  or  to  indict  any 
person  of  any  felony  :  conspiring  to  commit  any  felony." 
■  !■  Id.  "  Id.  '^  Id. 

"  46  &  47  v.,  c.  51,  ?  53,  embodying  ??  10  &  13  of  17  &  18  V.,  c.  102  ;  con- 
tintied  till  31  Dec,  1885,  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  53 ;  and  applied  to  prosecutions 
under  47  &  48  V.,  c.  70,  by  §  30  of  that  Act. 

■^  45  &  46  v.,  c.  50,  I  84  ;  now  repealed  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  70,  ?  38,  but  sub- 
stantially re-enacted  by  |  30  of  that  Act. 

'*  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  ?  518,  enacts,  that  "  every  offence  by  this  Act  declared 
to  be  a  misdemeanor  shall  be  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  with  or 
without  hard  labour  ;  and  the  court  before  which  such  offence  is  tried  may, 
in  England,  make  the  same  allowances  and  order  payment  of  the  same  costs 
and  expenses,  as  if  such  misdemeanor  had  been  enumerated  in  the  Act  7 
G.  4,  c.  64,  or  any  other  Act  that  may  be  passed  for  the  like  purpose  ;  and 
may,  in  any  other  part  of  her  Majesty's  dominions,  make  such  allowances  and 
order  payment  of  such  costs  and  expenses  (if  any),  as  are  payable  or  allowable 
upon  the  trial  of  any  misdemeanor  under  any  existing  Act  or  ordinance,  or 
as  may  be  payable  or  allowable  under  any  Act  or  law  for  the  time  being  in 
force  therein."  »  ^^■ 
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relating  to  larcenies,  to- malicious  injuries  to  property,  to  forgery,  or 
to  offences  against,  the  person,' 

§  1255.  The  Act  of  1861,  relating  to  offence  against  the  coin,^  ?  ^^^Sa 
contains  a  peculiar  enactment  on  the  subject  of  costs;  for  §  42 
provides,  that,  "in  all  prosecutions  for  any  offence  against  this  Act, 
in  England,  which  shall  be  conducted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Solicitors  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury,  the  Court  *  *  *  shall  allow 
the  expenses  of  the  prosecutors,  in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony; 
and  in  all  prosecutions  for  any  such  o£fence,  in  England,  which  shall 
not  be  so  conducted,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  court,  in  case  a 
conviction  shall  take  place,  but  not  otherwise,  to  allow  such  ex- 
penses." Again,  if  a  bankrupt  be  prosecuted  by  order  of  any  court, 
for  any  misdemeanor  under  the  Debtor's  Act,  1869,  or  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1883,  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  will  only  be  allowed 
on  production  of  the  order.' 

§  1256.  The  Acts,  which  authorise  the  awarding  of  costs  to  §  1334 
prosecutors  and  witnesses  for  the  Crown  in  criminal  trials,  do  not 
apply  to  cases  where  the  indictment  has  been  removed  into  the 
Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court  by  certiorari;*  and  no 
distinction  appears  to  be  recognised  in  this  respect  between  a  re- 
moval by  the  prosecutor  and  a  removal  by  the  defendant.^  Where 
the  Acts  do  apply,  all  extra  expenses  incurred  in  getting  up  a  prose- 
cution may  be  reimbursed,  except  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before 
the  coroner.^  Thus,  where  a  witness,  in  consequence  of  being  taken 
ill  during  his  attendance  at  the  trial,  was  put  to  some  extra  charges, 


'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  ?  121  ;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  97,  ?  77  ;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  98, 
§  54  ;  24  &  25  v.,  c.  100/  ?  77.  «  24  &  25  V.,  c.  99. 

'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  62,  ?  17  ;  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52,  §  149,  sub.  2,  and  ?  166  ;  35 
&  36  v.,  c.  57,  i  17,  Jr.;  E.  v.  Thomas,  11  Cox,  535.  See  Ex  p.  Berry,  27 
Law  Times,  53. 

*  R.  I.  Kelsey,  1  Dowl.  481  ;  E.  v.  Eichards,  8  B.  &  C.  420 ;  E.  v.  Johnson, 
1  Moo.  C.  C.  173  ;  E.  v.  Jeyes,  3  A.  &  E.  419,  per  Littledale,  J.  See  ante, 
5  1252. 

°  E.  V.  Treasurer  of  Exeter,  5  M.  &  E.  167,  per  Littledale,  J.,  sed  qu. ;  and 
see  8  A.  &  E.  590. 

«  R.  V.  Le-sven,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  161,  per  Ld.  Denman  ;  E.  v.  Eees,  5  C.  &  P. 
302,  per  Littledale,  J.;  R.  v.  Taylor,  id.  301,  per  id. 
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theae  have  been  awarded  to  him;'  and  the  costs  of  an  argument 
before  the  Court  for  Crown  Cases  Eeserved  have  been  allowed.^ 
Expenses  have  also  been  allowed  to  the  prosecutor  and  his  witnesses, 
though  the  prisoner  did  not  reach  the  assize  town  till  the  grand 
jury  had  been  discharged;  '  though  the  accused,  who  had  not  been 
apprehended,  and  was  under  no  recognizance,  did  not  appear  to  take 
his  trial:*  though  the  prisoner  had  been  apprehended  under  a 
bench  warrant,  and  the  prosecutor  and  his  witnesses  were  under  no 
recognizances,  and  only  one  of  them  had  been  subpoened;^  and 
though  the  accused  was  not  forthcoming,  having  been,  through 
some  mistake,  discharged  by  proclamation  at  a  preceding  sessions.' 
In  this  last  case,  the  witnesses  had  been  bound  over  to  appear,  and 
a  true  bill  had  been  actually  found.' 

§  1257.  In  August,  1851,  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  ?  11344 
Department  was  authorised  to  make  regulations  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  costs  to  be  allowed  to  prosecutors  and  their  witnesses  in 
the  criminal  cases  above  stated;  *  but  in  the  ordinary  spirit  of 
official  procrastination,  the  rules  on  this  subject  wore  not  promul- 
gated till  the  9th  of  February,  1858.' 

'  In  re  Mallison,  I  Lew.  C.  C.  132,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  Anon,  id.  133,  per 
Parke,  J. 

'It,.  V.  ClTideroy,  3  C.  &  Kir.  205;  E.  v.  Lewis,  Dear.  &  Bell,  326;  7  Cox, 
406,  S.  C.     See  ante,  ?  1253,  n.  1. 

'  Anon.,  1  Lew.  C.  C.  128,  per  HuUock,  B. 

*  Flannery's  case,  1  Lew.  C.  C.  133,  per  AMerson,  B. ;  Anon.,  id.  134,  per 
Gurney,  B. 

*  R.  V.  Butterwiok,  2  M.  &  Rob.  196,  per  Parke,  B. 

«  R.  V.  Robey,  5  C.  &  P.  552,  per  Tauton,  J.  '  Id. 

M4  &  15  v.,  c.  55,  ?§  4,  5,  6,  repealing  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  ?  26. 

'  The  Rules  are  as  Follows: — 

"  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  make  regulations  as  to  the  rates,  and  scales  of 
payment  according  to  which  costs,  expenses,  and  compensations  shall  be 
allowed  and  ordered  to  be  paid  under  the  Act  of  7  G.  4,  c.  64,  and  divers 
other  Acts  of  Parliament  authorising  such  payments  to  prosecutors  and  wit- 
nesses, and  to  persons  attending  courts  in  obedience  to  recognizances  or  sub- 
poenas in  the  cases  of  criminal  prosecutions,  for  their  traveling  expenses  and 
trouble  and  loss  of  time  incurred  in  attending  such  courts,  and  also  to  make 
regulations  as  to  the  rates  and  scales  of  payment,  according  to  which  certifi- 
cates may  be  granted  by  the  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates  in  .respect 
of  the  traveling  expenses  of  prosecutors,  and  witnesses  for  the  prosecution, 
Dud  other  persons,  of  attending  before  such  magistrate  or  magistrates,  and  oi 
compensation  for  trouble   and  loss  of  time  therein   in   the   cases   aforesaid  : 
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§  1258.  Independent  of  the  Home  Office    Eegulations, — which    ^  1135 

And  whereas  to  the  end  aforesaid  it  has  become  necessary  to  revoke  divers 
regulations  made  under  |  26  of  the  said  Act,  hereinbefore  recited:    Now  I, 
the  Eight  Honourable  Sir  George  Gray,  acting  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
Act  of  14  &  15  v.,  c.  55,  do  revoke,  annul,  and  make  void,  all  rules   and 
regulations   made   under  the  said   26th  sect,  of  the   said  Act,  whereby  any 
costs,  expenses,  and  compensations  may  be  allowed  or  ordered  to  be  paid  to 
such  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  or  other  persons  attending  on  recognizance  or 
subpoena,  for  their  traveling  expenses,  trouble,  and  loss  of  time  in  attending 
before  such  courts  or  before  such  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates,  to  a 
larger  or  greater  amount  than   the   allowance   hereinafter  authorised   to   be 
made  in  that  behalf;  and  I  do  make,  constitute,  and  appoint  the  following 
rules  and  regulations  to  be  observed  by  all  courts  and  magistrates,  and  the 
officers  and  clerks  of  such  courts  and  magistrates,  and  by  all  others  whom  it 
may  concern,  as  to  the  rates  and  scales  of  payment  of  such  costs,  expenses, 
and  compensation:  and  I  do  direct  that  the  same  shall  take  effect  and  be  in 
force  in  all  places  where  the  same  may  be  capable  of  taking  effect;  that  is 
to  say — 

1.  I  do  make,  constitute  and  appoint  the  following  rules  and  regulations  as 
to  the  rates  and  scales  of  payment  according  to  which  such  certificates  may  be 
granted,  by  such  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates  in  respect  of  traveling 
expenses  of  prosecutor,  and  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  of  attending  before 
such  magistrate  or  magistrates,  and  of  compensation  for  their  trouble  and  loss 
of  time  therein  in  the  cases  aforesaid,  namely: — 

£    s.     d. 
There  may  be  allowed  to  prosecutors  or  witnesses,  being  meiiibers 
of  the  profession  of  the  law  of  medicine.,  if  resident  in  the  city, 
borough,  parish,  town,  or  place  where  the  examination  is  taken, 
or  within  a,  distance  not  exceeding  two  miles  from  such  place, 
for  their  loss  of  time  and  trouble  in  attending  to  give  profes- 
sional evidence  on  such  examination,  but  not  otherwise,  a  sum, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  magistrate  or  magistrates,  for  each  at- 
tendance not  to  exceed        ...  .      0    10    6 

If  such  prosecutor  or  witness  shall  reside  elsewhere,  then  a  sum  for 

the  same  not  to  exceed         .  ....  ..110 

And  for  mileage,  a  sum  not  to  exceed  Zd.  per  mile  each  way. 

To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  attending  the  bench 

of  magistrates,  where  such  examination  is  taken  on  any  police 

duty,  and  to  constables  paid  by  salary,  and  attending  from  a 

distance  not  exceeding  three  miles,  there  shall  be  allowed  .        .       Nil. 

Unless  the  magistrate  or  magistrates  shall  certify  that  there 

were  special  reasons  for  making  an    allowance,  and   shall 

specify  such  reasons  upon  his  or  their  certificate,  and  then 

a  sum  not  to  exceed  for  each  day        .  .  .  ..010 

To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  paid  by  salary,  and 
not  attending  the  magistrate  or  bench  of  magistrates  on  any  police 
duty,  for  the  trouble  in  attending  such  examination,  froiii  a  dis- 
■  tance  greater  than  three  miles,  and  not  exceeding  seven  miles 
from  the  place  where  the  examination  is  taken,  a  sum  not  to 
exceed  for  each  day      .........010 
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are  cited  below,  and  which,  it  must  be  admitted,  are  more  remark- 

&   s.    d. 
To  the  same,  if  attending  from  a  distance  greater  than  seven  miles 

from   the  place  -where  the  examination  is  taken,  a  sum  not  to 

exceed  for  each  day 016 

To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables   paid  by  salary,  if 
necessarily  detained  all  night  for  the  purposes  of  the  examination, 

a  sum  for  the  night,  not  to  exceed 0    2    0 

The  said  allowances  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  con- 
stables paid  by  salary,  are  to  be  conditional  upon  the  same 
being  applicable  for  their  personal  benefit. 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  necessarily  travelling 
to  the  place  of  examination  in  discharge  of  any  police  duty,  there 

shall  be  allowed  for  mileage Xil. 

Unless  the  examining  magistrate   or  magistrates  shall  certify 

that  there  were  special  reasons  for   making   an   allowance, 

and  shall  specify  the  same  upon  their  certificates,  and  then 

the  same  as  other  constables. 

To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  not   attending  the 

place  of  examination  in  discharge  of  a  police  duty,  and  entitled 

to  be  conveyed  under  7  &  8  V.,  c.  85,  §  12,  and  able  to  travel  by 

railway,  there  shall  be  allowed  mileage  as  follows — 

To  superintendents,  inspectors,  Serjeants,  and   constables,  the 
lowest  amount  per  mile  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament  for 
their  conveyance,  and  no  larger  sum; 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  able  but  not  so 
entitled  to  travel,  and  not  attending  the  place  of  examination 
on  any  police  duty,  there  shall  be  allowed  for  mileage  rail- 
way fare  the  same  as  to  ordinary  witnesses; 
To  prosecutors  and  witj^esses,  being  constables  not  able  to  travel 
by  railway,  and  not  attending  the  magistrate  or  magistrates 
on  any  police  duty,  for  every  mile  beyond  four  miles  each 
way  they  shall  travel  to  reach  the  place  of  examination,  a 
sum  not  to  exceed  each  way,  2d. ; 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  able  partially 
to  travel  by  railway,  for  every  mile  after  the  first  four  miles 
each  way,  in   reaching   such   means  of  conveyance,  a   sum 
not  to  exceed  2rf.,  and  railway  fare  as  other  constables. 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  not  hereinbefore  provided  for,  resident 
in  the  city,  borough,  parish,  town,  or  place  where  the  examination 
is  taken,  or  within  a  distance  not  exceeding  two  miles  from  such 
place,  for  their  trouble  and  loss  of  time  in  so  attending,  there 
shall  be  allowed  a  sum  for  each  day  not  to  exceed  .        .        .        .010 
If  resident  elsewhere  and  beyond  the  distance  of  two  miles,  or  if 
such  prosecutors  or  witnesses  shall  be  necessarily  detained  from 
home,  for  the  purpose  of  the  examination,  more  than  four  hours, 
a  sum,  at  the  like  discretion,  not  to  exceed  .         .         .  0     16 

If  they  shall  be  necessarily  detained  from  home  more  than  six  hours, 
then  a  sum,  at  the  like  discretion,  not  to  exceed     .        .        .        .026 
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able  for  their  elaborate  minuteness  than  for  their  liberality  or  en- 

£  i.    d. 
When  he  or  they  shall  reside  at  such  a  distance  from  the  place  of 
examination  as  to  render  it  necessary  that  he  or  they  shall  sleep 
from  home,  then,  at  the  like  discretion,  a  sum  for  the  night  not 

to  exceed .         .         .         .         ..026 

There  may  be  allowed  for  mileage  as  follows: — 

If  the  prosecutor  or  witness  reside  at  a  greater  distance  than 
two  miles  Irom  the  place  of  examination,  and  the  whole  or 
any  portion  of  the  journey  can  be  performed  by  railway, 
second-class  fare  for  such  whole  or  portion  of  the  journey, 
as  the  case  may  be,  and  for  a  journey,  or  part  of  a  journey, 
performed  otherwise  than  by  railway,  a  sum  not  to  exceed 

per  mile  each  way    .         .         . 003 

In  pursuance  of  the  power  in  me  vested,  I  do  make  the  following  rules  and 
regulations  as  to  the  rates  and  scales  of  payment  of  costs,  expenses,  and  com- 
pensations to  be  allowed,  or  ordered  to  be  paid,  under  the  said  Act  of  7  G.  4, 
c.  64,  and  other  the  Acts  of  Parliament  aforesaid,  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses 
attending  courts  of  assize,  oyer  mid  terminer,  gaol  delivery,  general  session  of 
the  peace,  or  any  other  courts  having  power  to  allow  such  costs,  expenses,  and 
compensations  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  and  persons  attending  such  courts, 
in  obedience  to  any  recognizance  or  subpoena  in  cases  of  criminal  prosecutions, 
for  their  trouble,  loss  of  time,  and  travelling  expenses  in  so  attending. 

For  the  purposes  aforesaid  I  do  make,  constitute  and  appoint  the  following 
rules  and  regulations;  that  is  to  say,  there  may  be  allowed: — 

£  s.  d. 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  members  of  the  profession  of  the 
law  or  of  medicine,  attending  to  give  professional  evidence,  but 
not  otherwise,  for  their  trouble,  expenses,  and  loss  of  time,  for 
each  day  they  shall  necessarily  attend  the  court  to  give  pro- 
fessional evidence,  a  sum  not  to  exceed 110 

For  each  night,  the  same  as  ordinary  witnesses,  and  for  mileage  a 

sum  not  to  exceed  per  mile  each  way 0     0    3 

To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  and  paid  by  salary, 
if  resident  in  the  dty,  borough,  town,  or  place  where  such  court 
is  held,  or  within  a  distance  not  exceeding  two  miles  of  such 
place,  a   sum  in  the   discretion  of  the  court,  not  to   exceed  for 

each  day ..010 

If  resident  elsewhere,  and  if  they  shall  attend  from  a  greater 
distance  than  two  miles,  a  sum,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 

for  each  day  not  to  exceed 0     16 

To  the  same,  if  they  shall  be  necessarily  detained  all  night  for  the 
purposes  of  the  prosecution,  a  further  sum  for  the  night  not  to 

exceed 020 

If  such  prosecutors  and  witnesses  shall  be  chief  constables  or 
superintendents  attending  from  a  distance  greater  than  three 
miles,  and  they  shall  be  necessarily  detained  all  night  for 
the  purposes  of  the  prosecution,  instead  of  the  foregoing 
allowances  there  may  be  allowed  to  them  the  same  as 
ordinary  witnesses. 

(3938) 


CHAP.   I.]  COSTS   OF   PROSECUTORS   AND   WITNESSES.  1069 

lightened  policy — in  some  grave  cases  of  felony/  as,  for  instance, 

'  14  &  15  v.,  c;  55,  ?  7,  provides  that  "nothing  in  this  Act  or  in  any 
regulations  under  this  Act,  shall  interfere  vrith  or  affect  the  power  of  any 
court  to  order  payment  to  any  person  who  may  appear  to  such  court  to  have 
shftwn  extraordinary  courage,  diligence,  or  exertion,  in,  or  towards  any  such 
apprehension  aa  hereinbefore  mentioned,  of  such  sum  as  such  court  shall 
think  reasonable,  and  adjudge  to  be  paid,  in  respect  of  such  extraordinary 
courage,  diligence,  or  exertion." 

£    s.    d. 
The  said  allowances  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  con- 
stables paid  by  salary,  are  to  be  conducted  on  the  same 
being  applicable  to  their  personal  benefit. 
To  prosecutors  and   witnesses   being  constables  who  shall  be  en- 
titled   to   be  conveyed  under  the  7   &  8  V.,  c.  85,    §    12,    and 
able  to  travel  by  railway,  there  may  be  allowed  for  mileage  as 
follows  : — 

To  superintendents,  inspectors,  Serjeants,  and  police  constables, 
the  lowest  amount  per  mile  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament 
for  their  conveyance,  and  no  larger  sum  ; 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  being  constables  not  so  entitled 
to  travel,  there  may  be  allowed  railway  fare  the  same  as  to 
ordinary  witnesses ; 
To  the  same,  if  paid  by  salary,  and  where  they  are  not  able  to 
travel  by  railway,  for  every  mile  beyond  four  miles,  each 
way  they  shall  travel  to  and  return  from  the  court  where 
the  prosecution  takes  place,  a  sum  not  to  exceed  2d. ; 
To  the  same,  if  paid  by  salary,  when  able  partially  to  travel 
by  railway,   for  every  mile  after  the  first  four  miles,  each 
way  in  reaching  such  means  of  conveyance,  a  sum  not  to 
exceed  2d.,  and  railway  fare  as  other  constables. 
To  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  not   hereinbefore   provided  for,    there 
may  be  allowed,  for  their  expenses,  trouble,  and  loss  of  time  in 
attending  the  court  where  the  prosecution  takes  place,  per  day, 

a  sum  not  to  exceed .036 

To  the  same,  if  entitled  to  mileage,  for  each  night  they  may  be 
necessarily  detained  from  home  for  the  purpose  of  the  prose- 
cution at  any  assizes,  session  of  goal  delivery,  or  session  of  oyer 

and  terminer,  a  sum  not  to  exceed •  0    2    6 

To  the  same  for  each  night  they  may  necessarily  be  detained  from 
home  for  the  purposes  of  the  prosecution  at  the  session  of  the 

peace j "     ^  ii       ' 

To  the  same  for  mileage  there  may  be  allowed  as  lollows  ; 

If  resident  more  than  two  miles  from  the  court  where  the 
prosecution  takes  place,  if  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the 
journey  can  be  performed  by  railway,  second-class  fare  for 
such  whole  or  portion  of  the  journey,  as  the  case  may  be, 
and  for  a  journey,  or  part  of  a  journey,  performed  other- 
wise than  by  railway,  per  mile,  each  way,  a  sum  not  to 

exceed         
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where  persons  are  charged,  either  as  principals,  or  as  accessories 

In  computing  the  amount  to  be  allowed  for  mileage  under  any  of  the 
regulations  herein  contained,  I  do  direct  that  no  greater  allowance  be  made 
than  at  the  rate  of  3d.  per  mUe  each  way  by  the  nearest  available  route. 

I  also  direct  that  no  prosecutor  or  witness  allowed  for  mileage  under  any 
of  the  regulations  herein  contained,  shall  be  allowed  for  loss  of  time  occa- 
sioned by  his  or  her  omission  to  avail  himself  or  herself  of  a  public  conveyance', 
if  available. 

I  further  direct  that  no  prosecutor  or  witness  be  allowed,  under  any  of  the 
regulations  aforesaid,  for  his  attendance,  loss  of  time,  trouble  or  expenses  in 
more  tJian  one  case  on  the  same  day. 

I  further  direct  that  no  constable  paid  by  salary  be  allowed  for  railway 

fare  not  actually  paid. 

EXCEPTIOirS. 

I  do  authorise  payment  to  the  oflScer  of  a  goal,  whose  duties  require  his 
attendance  in  the  court  where  the  prosecution  takes  place,  for  giving  evidence 
on  a  former  conviction,  a  sum  not  to  exceed  3.3.  6d. 

I  do  make  the  following  regulations  as  to  the  compensation  to  be  allowed 
in  the  cases  of  prisoners  brought  by  writ  of  Jiabeas  corpus,  or  other  lawful 
process,  to  give  evidence  for  the  prosecution. 

To  governors  and  officers  of  goals,  in  whose  custody  the  prisoner  is  brought, 
as  follows : — 

£    s.    d. 
To  a   governor,  for   his  loss   of  time,    trouble,    and    expenses,    in 

bringing  up   such  prisoner,  for  each    day   he    may   attend,    the 

sum  of 0  12    0 

To  other  officers,  for  the  same,  the  sum  of      .         .         .         .         ..060 

And  for  mileage,  a  sum  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  not  to  exceed 
per  mile  each  way        .        .  .        .        '        .        .  .010 

Provided  always,  that  the  above  allowances  shall  not  be  made  to  any 
goaler  or  officer  charged  with  the  custody  of  prisoners  for  trial,  at  the  place 
where  such  prisoners  shall  be  required  to  give  evidence,  in  respect  of  the  time 
such  goaler  or  officer  shall,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  be  required  to  be  there 
present. 

I  authorise  the  following  payments  to  be  made  to  attorneys  for  the  pro- 
secution, giving  evidence,  over  and  above  the  allowances  so  made  to  them  as 
attorneys  : —  £    s.    d. 

Such  attorneys  may  be  allowed  a  sum  not  exceeding  .         .         .068 

if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  such  evidence- 
was  necessary,  and  saved  the  attendance  of  another  witness. 
And  whereas  it  may  become  necessary,  in  certain  cases,  that  scientific 
persons,  unacquainted  with  the  facts  to  be  given  in  evidence  upon  the  pro- 
secution, may  be  required  to  attend  as  witnesses,  in  order  to'  state  their 
opinion  on  matters  of  science  in  issue  on  such  prosecutions,  and  it  is  reason- 
able that  in  such  cases  the  foregoing  rates  of  allowance  should  be  departed 
from,  I  hereby  direct  that  the  allowances  to  be  made  to  such  persons  shall 
be  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  court  before  whom  such  persons  may  be 
examined,  which  may  direct  such  allowances  as  to  such  court  may  appear 
reasonable. 
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before  the  fact,  with  any  of  the  following  crimes  : — viz . :     murder;' 

Whenever  an  interpreter  shall  be  employed  to  interpret,  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  court  before  whom  such  interpreter 
shall  be  so  employed  to  make  him  such  allowances  as  to  such  court  shall 
seem  reasonable  ;  provided  always,  that  this  regulation  is  not  to  interfere 
with  any  regulations  in  force,  where  such  now  exist,  for  the  remuneration  of 
interpreters. 

In  case  of  the  illness  or  inability  of  any  prosecutor  or  witness  to  travel 
without  some  special  means  of  conveyance,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court 
to  depart  from  the  foregoing  rates  of  allowances,  and  to  make  such  other 
allowances  as  the  justice  of  the  case  shall  require. 

Under  the  circumstances  herein  specified  under  the  head  of  exceptions,  I 
authorise  a  departure  from  the  rules  and  regulations  herein  contained,  as 
well  by  the  examining  magistrate  or  magistrates  as  by  the  courts  herein 
mentioned,  except  only  in  the  case  of  an  attorney  for  the  prosecution  giving 
evidence:  provided  always,  that  whenever  any  allowances  hereinbefore  autho- 
rised under  the  head  of  exceptions,  shall  have  been  made,  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  general  rate  of  allowances  shall  be  departed  from,  shall  in  all 
cases  be  fully  specified  by  the  proper  of&cer  of  the  court,  or  magistrate,  upon 
the  document  by  which  such  allowances  shall  be  authorised.  And  lastly,  I  do 
order  that,  notwithstanding  anything  herein  contained,  all  lawful  rules  and 
regulations  heretofore  made  and  in  force,  under  or  by  reason  whereof  allow- 
ances to  a  less  amount  than  those  hereby  authorised  are  now  payable  in  the 
cases  hereinbefore  provided  for,  shall  be  and  remain  in  as  full  force  and  effect 
as  if  this  order  had  not  been  made,  and  shall  continue  to  apply  to  the  persons 
and  the  circumstances  thereby  provided  for,  although  such  persons  and  circum- 
stances may  be  comprehended  within  the  terms  hereof,  and  that  the  said  rules 
and  regulations  shall  so  far  remain  unaffected  by  this  order,  and  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  amount  of  any  rates  or 
allowances  which  may  be  lawfully  made  under  such  rules  and  regulations  ;  it 
being  the  true  intent  and  meaning  hereof  that  such  rules  and  regulations  shall 
be  and  remain  unaltered,  further  or  otherwise  than  in  the  reduction  of  allow- 
ances to  prosecutors  and  witnesses  where  the  rates  thereof  shall  be  in  excess  of 
those  herein  contained. 

Given  under  my  hand  at  Whitehall,  the  9th  of  February,  1858. 

(Signed)  G.  Grey." 

'  7  G.  4,  c  64,  I  28,  enacts,  that,  "  where  any  person  shall  appear  to  any 
court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  gaol  delivery,  superior  criminal  court  of  a  county 
palatine,  or  court  of  great  sessions,  to  have  been  active  in  or  towards  the  appre- 
hension of  any  person  charged  with  murder  or  with  feloniously  and  maliciously 
shooting  at,  or  attempting  to  discharge  any  kind  of  loaded  fire-arm^  at,  any  other 
person,  or  with  stabling,  cutting,  or  poisoning,  or  with  administering  anything  to 
procure  the  miscarriage  of  any  woman,  or  with  rape,  or  with  burglary  or  felonious 
housebreaking,  or  with  robbery  on  the  person,  or  with  arson,  or  with  horse-stealing, 
bullock-stealing,  or  sheep-stealing,  or  with  being  accessory  before  the  fact  to  any  of 
the  offences  aforesaid,  or  with  receiving  any  stolen  property  knoiving  the  same 
to  have  been  stolen,  every  such  court  is  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  in 
any  of  the  cases  aforesaid,  to  order  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the 
offence  shall  have  been  committed,  to  pay  to  the  person  or  persons  who  shall 
appear  to  the  court  to  have  been  active  in  or  towards  the  apprehension  of  anv 
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attempting  to  murder;'  stabbing,  cutting,  or  poisoning;^  Bhooting 
at  any  one,  or  attempting  to  discbarge  loaded  fire-arms  atbim;^ 
administering  anything  to  a  womali  to  procure  her  miscarriage  ; ' 
rape;*  housebreaking;^  robbery;'  arson;*  hor8e--stealing,'  bullock- 
stealing,'"  or  sheep-stealing;"  and  receiving  stolen  property 
knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen;'^ — the  courts,  whether  of  oyer  and 
terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  or  of  sessions  of  the  peace,"  are  em- 
person  charged  with  any  of  the  said  offences,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as 
to  the  court  shall  seem  reasonable  and  sufficient  to  compensate  such  person  or 
persons  for  his,  her,  or  their  expenses,  exertions,  and  loss  of  time  in  or  towards 
such  apprehension;  and  where  any  person  shall  appear  to  any  court  of  sessions 
of  the  peace  to  have  been  active  in  or  towards  the  apprehension  of  any  party, 
charged  with  receiving  stolen  property  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen, 
such  court  shall  have  the  power  to  order  compensation  to  such  person  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  other  courts  hereinbefore  mentioned  :  provided  always, 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  any  of  the  said  courts  from  also 
allowing  to  any  such  persons,  if  prosecutors  or  witnesses,  such  costs,  expenses, 
and  compensation,  as  courts  are,  by  this  Act  empowered  to  allow  to  prosecutors 
and  witnesses  respectively."  ?  29  provides  that  the  sherifi  shall  pay  the 
amount  awarded,  and  shall  be  repaid  by  her  Majesty's  treasury;  and  ^^0 
enacts,  that  if  any  man  shall  be  killed  in  endeavouring  to  apprehend  any 
person  charged  with  any  of  the  offences  mentioned  in  ?  28,  the  court  may  order 
the  sheriff  to  pay  to  his  widow,  child,  father,  or  mother,  such  sum  as  in  its 
discretion  shall  seem  meet. 

'  This  offence,  though  not  mentioned  in  the  statute,  has  been  held  to  be 
within  the  spirit  of  the  enactment,  and  extra  expenses  incurred  in  apprehend- 
ing a  prisoner,  who  was  charged  with  attempting  to  murder  by  suffocation, 
have  been  allowed,  R.  v.  Durkin,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  163,  per  Patteson,  J. 

^  7  G.  4,  64,  ?  28,  cited  in  last  note  but  one. 

5  Id.  *  Id.  5  Id 

*  Id.  This  term,  it  seems,  does  not  include  the  crime  of  sacrilege,  E.  v. 
Eobinson,  1  Lew.  C.  C.  129,  per  HuUock,  BoUand,  and  Parke,  Bs. 

'  Id.  «  Id.  9  Id. 

'"  Id;  This  word  describes  a  class  of  offences,  and  includes  the  crime  of 
stealing  cows,  heifers,  &c.,  E.  v.  Gillbrass,  7  C.  &  P.  444.  "  Id. 

"  Id.  See  also,  5  G.  4,  c.  84,  §  22,  which  provides,  that  whoever  shall 
discover  and  prosecute  to  conviction  any  offender,  being  unduly  at  large  within 
the  kingdom  before  the  expiration  of  his  sentence  of  transportation  or  banish- 
ment "shall  be  entitled  to  a  reward  of  201.  for  every  such  offender  so  con- 
victed; "  and,  though  no  provision  is  made  in  the  Act  for  the  mode  of 
recovering  the  reward,  the  judges  have  held  that  the  presiding  judge  at  the 
trial  has  power  to  make  an  order  for  its  payment  on  the  county  treasurer, 
E.  V.  Emmons,  2  M.  &  Rob.  279;  E.  v.  Ambury,  6  Cox,  79,  per  Williams,  J. 
See  the  Irish  Acts  of  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  116,  ^  106,  107;  and  7  &  8  V.,  c.  106, 
?H1,  42. 

"  14  &  15  v.,  c.  55,  ?  8,  enacts,  that,  "  when  any  person  appears  to  any  court 
of  sessions  of  the  peace  to  have  been  active  in  or  towards  the  apprehension  of 
any  party  charged  with  any  of  the  offences  in  the  said  enactment  mentioned" 
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powered  to  order  that  any  persons  who  have  been  especially  active 
in  apprehending  the  offenders,  shall  be  paid  some  additional  remu- 
neration for  their  expenses,'  exertions,^  and  loss  of  time. 


§  1259.  In  1866  a  temporary  Act  was  passed,  which  will  con-  I  1135a 
tinue  in  force  till  the  31st  of  December,  1884,"  and  which 
empowers  magistrates,  on  all  charges  of  felony  "  bona  fide  made 
upon  reasonable  and  probable  cause,"  or  on  a  charge  of  any  mis- 
demeanor enumerated  either  in  §  23  of  7  G.  4,  c.  64,*  or  in 
§  2  of  14  &  15  v.,  c.  55,^  "bona  fide  preferred,"  to  grant  to 
prosecutors  and  witnesses  certificates  of  their  expenses,  and  of  their 
allowances  for  trouble  and  loss  of  time,  although  they  may  not 
be  bound  over  by  recognizance  or  subpoena  to  prosecute  or  give 
evidence,  and'  although  no  committal  for  trial  may  take  place.* 
The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  then  empowered  to  allow  the 
amount  named  in  any  such  certificate,  and  to  sign  an  order  for 
payment'  Again,  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act,  1879,^  which 
empowers  justices  in  petty  sessions  to  dispose  of  many  indictable 
offences  in  a  summary  way,  provides,  in  §  28,  that,  subject  to  the 
Home  Office  regulations,  such  justices  may,  if  they  think  fit,  order 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  prosecutors  and  witnesses. 


(that  is,  in  |  28  of  7  G.  4,  c.  64),  "  which  such  sessions  may  have  power  to  try, 
such  court  of  sessions  shall  have  power  to  order  compensation  to  he  paid  to 
sucli  person  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  courts  in  the  said  enactment  men- 
tioned; provided  that  such  compensation  to  any  one  person  shall  not  exceed 
the  sum  of  five  pounds,  and  that  every  order  for  payment  to  any  person  of  such 
compensation,  be  made  out  and  delivered  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court  unto 
such  person  without  fee  or  payment  for  the  same." 

'  The  judge  has  no  power,  as  it  seems,  to  order  the  payment  of  expenses 
incurred  in  apprehending  a  prisoner  out  of  England,  E.  v.  Barrett,  6  Cox,  78, 
per  "Williams,  J.  The  Secretary  of  State  must,  in  such  cases,  be  memori- 
alised; id. 

''  Under  this  word,  a  gratuity  may  be  awarded  to  a  prosecutor,  for  his  courage 
in  apprehending  the  prisoner,  El  v.  Womersly,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  162,  per  Parke, 
B. ;  though  he  has  not  been  put  to  any  expense,  E.  v.  Barnes,  7  C.  &  P.  166. 
If  the  facts  do  not  appear  in  evidence,  the  judge  will  require  them  to  be  laid 
before  him  on  affidavit,  E.  v.  Jones,  id.  167,  per  Park,  J. 

»  29  &  30  v.,  c.  52;  continued  by  46  &  47  V.,  c.  40. 

•  Ante,  p.  1062,  n.  1.  '  Ante,  p.  1063,  n.  10.  ' 

«  29  &  30  v.,  c.  53,  ?  1,  continued  by  46  &  47  V.,  c.  40.  '  ?  2. 

"  42  &  43  v.,  c.  49. 
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§  1260.  In  all  criminal  cases,  the  prisoner  is  entitled,  both  in  §  nsg 
this  country  and  America,  to  have  compulsory  process  for  ob- 
taining witnesses  in  his  favour;'  and  now,  by  virtue  of  a  philan- 
thropic Act,  which,  in  1867,  the  Legislature  was  induced  to  pass 
at  ttie  instance  of  Mr.  Russell  Gurney,  the  court,  before  which  any 
accused  person  is  tried  either  for  felony  or  misdemeanor,  may  order 
that  any  of  his  witnesses,  who  shall  appear  on  recognizance,  shall 
be  paid  such  sum  as  will  compensate  them  for  the  expenses,  trouble, 
and  loss  of  time  they  may  have  incurred  in  attending  either  before 
the  magistrate  or  before  the  court.^  The  same  statute  enacts,  that 
with  respect  to  certain  misdemeanors,'  which  occasionally  form  the 

1  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  U  170,  172;  2  Ph.  Ev.  378;  2  Russ.  C.  &  M.  947; 
Const.  IT.  S.  Amendm.  Art.  6.  See  30  &  31  V.,  c.  35,  §?  3  &  4,  extending  the 
operation  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42,  ?§  16,  20. 

'^  30  &  31  v.,  c.  35,  §  5,  enacts,  that,  "the  court  before  which  any  accused 
person  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried,  or  for  trial  before  which  he  may  be  com- 
mitted or  bailed  to  appear  for  any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  is  hereby  authorised 
and  empowered,  in  its  discretion,  at  the  request  of  any  person  who  shall  appear 
before  such  court  on  recognizance  to  give  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  person 
accused,  to  order  payment  unto  such  witness  so  appearing  such  sum  of  money 
as  to  the  court  shall  seem  reasonable  and  sufficient  to  compensate  such  witness 
for  the  expenses,  trouble,  and  loss  of  time  he  shall  have  incurred  or  sustained 
in  attending  before  the  examining  magistrate,  and  at  or  before  such  court; 
and  the  amount  of  such  expenses  of  attending  before  the  examining  magistrate, 
and  compensation  for  trouble  and  loss  of  time  therein,  shall  be  ascertained  by 
the  certificate  of  such  magistrate,  granted  before  the  attendance  in  court;  and 
the  amount  of  all  other  expenses  and  compensation  shall  be  ascertained  by  the 
proper  officer  of  the  court,  who  shall,  upon  receipt  of  the  sum  of  sixpence 
for  each  witness,  [but  now,  as  to  this  fee,  see  32  &  33  V.,  c.  89,  g§  10,  11,] 
make  out  and  deliver  to  the  person  entitled  thereto  an  order  for  such  expenses 
and  compensation,  together  with  the  said  fee  of  sixpence,  upon  such  and  the 
same  treasurers  and  officers  as  would  now  by  law  be  liable  to  payment  of*an 
order  for  the  expenses  of  the  prosecutor  or  witnesses  against  such  accused 
person;  and  if  the  accusation  be  of  such  kind  that  the  court  shall  have  no 
iwwer  to  order  the  expenses  of  the  prosecutor,  then  upon  the  treasurer  or  other 
o^cer  in  the  capacity  of  a  treasurer  of  the  county,  riding,  division,  city,  borough, 
or  place  where  the  offence  of  such  accused  person  may  be  alleged  to  have  been 
committed,  which  treasurer  or  other  officer  is  hereby  required  to  pay  the  same 
orders  upon  sight  thereof,  and  shall  be  allowed  the  same  in  his  accounts: 
Provided  always,  that  in  no  case  shall  any  such  allowances  or  compensation 
exceed  the  amount  now  by  law  permitted  to  be  made  to  prosecutors  and 
witnesses  for  the  prosecution;  and  provided  always,  that  such  allowances 
and  compensation  shall  be  allowed  and  paid  as  part  of  the  expenses  of  the 
proseaution." 

'  Viz.:  perjury,  subornation  of  perjury,  conspiracy,  obtaining  money  or 
other  property  by  false  pretences,  keeping  a  gambling  or  disorderly  house,  and 
any  indecent  assault. 
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subject  of  vexatious  indictments,  the  court,  in  the  event  of  the 
accused  being  acquitted,  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  order 
his  costs,  and  the  costs  of  his  witnesses,  to  be  defrayed  by  the 
prosecutor.'  A  similar  law  prevails  also  with  respect  to  all  mis- 
demeanors under  the  English  Debtors'  Act,  1869,''  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1883,'  the  Irish  Debtors'  Act  1872,*  the  Corrupt 
Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854,'  and  probably,  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act,  1882,  Part  IV.,°  and  the  Newspaper  Libel  and  Ke- 
gistration  Act,  1881.'  Independent  of  these  enactments, — which 
happily  afford  a  remedy  for  what  used  to  be  a  flagrant  defect  in  our 
penal  laws, — the  court  occasionally  will  interfere  on  behalf  of 
prisoners,  and  will,  for  the  purposes  of  defence,  direct  constables  to 
restore  to  them  any  property  which  may  have  been  taken  from  them, 
provided  only  that  it  be  not  required  as  an  instrument  of  proof  at 
the  trial,  and  that  it  do  not  fairly  appear  to  be  the  produce  of  the 
crime  with  which  they  stand  charged.' 

^  30  &  31  v.,  c.  35,  ?  2,  enacts,  that,  "  whenever  any  bill  of  indictment  shall 
be  preferred  to  any  grand  jury,  under  the  provisions  of  22  &  23  V.,  u.  17,  (for 
any  offence  named  in  the  last  preceeding  note)  against  any  person  who  has  not 
been  committed  to  or  detained  in  custody,  or  bound  by  recognizance  to  answer 
such  indictment,  and  the  person  accused  thereby  shall  be  acquitted  thereon,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  before  which  such  indictment  shall  be  tried,  in  its 
descretion,  to  direct  and  order  that  the  prosecutor,  or  other  person  by  or  at 
whose  instance  such  indictment  shall  have  been  preferred,  shall  pay  unto  the 
accused  person  the  just  and  reasonable  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  such 
accused  person  and  his  witnesses  (if*  any)  caused  or  occasioned  by  or  consequent 
upon  the  preferring  of  such  bill  of  indictment,  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper 
officer  of  the  court;  and  upon  non-payment  of  such  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  within  one  calendar  month  after  the  date  of  such  direction  and 
order,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any"  [Division  of  the  High  Court,]  "or  any 
judge  thereof,  or  for  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
(if  the  bill  of  indictment  has  been  preferred  in  that  court),  to  issue  against 
the  person  on  whom  such  order  is  made  such  and  the  like  writ  or  writs, 
process  or  processes,  as  may  now  be  lawfully  issued  by  any  of  the  said 
superior  courts  for  enforcing  judgments  thereof." 

2  32  &  33  v.,  c.  62,  ?  18.  M6  &  47  V.,  c.  52,  149,  subs.  2. 

*  35  &  36  v.,  c.  57,  §  18,  Ir. 

5  17  &  18  v.,  c.  102,  ?  12;  continued  by  46  &  47  V.,  c.  51,  ?  70,  Sch.  3, 
till  31st  Dec.  1884;  and  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  53,  ?  2,  till  Dec.  31st,  1885. 

«  See  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  ?  78,  now  repealed  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  70,  §  38,  but 
substantially  reenacted  by  §  30  of  that  Act. 

'  44  &  45  v.,  c.  60,  i  6. 

8  E.  V.  Barnett,  3  C.  &  P.  600;  R.  v.  Jones,  6  id.  343;  R.  v.  O'Donnell,  7 
id.  138;  R.  v.  Kinsey,  id.  447;  R.  v.  Burgis,  id.  488;  R.  v.  Rooney,  id.  515; 
R.  V.  Frost,  9  id.  131. 
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§  1261.  As  writs  of  subpcena  have  no  force  beyond  the  juris-  g  2137 
dictional  limits  of  the  court  from  which  they  issue,  it  is  obvious 
that,  in  order  to  secure  the  due  administration  of  justice,  additional 
powers  were  required  to  compel  the  attendence  of  witnesses  resident 
in  one  part  of  the  United  kingdom  at  a  trial  in  another  part.  The 
aid  of  the  Legislature  was  thefore  invoked  in  the  year  1805,  and 
an  Act'  was  passed  supplying  a  partial  remedy  for  the  evil,  that  is, 
a  remedy  which  only  extended  to  criminal  prosecutions.  This 
statute  provides  in  substance,  that  the  service  of  a  subpcena  or 
other  process  upon  any  person  in  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
requiring  his  appearance  to  give  evidence  in  any  criminal  prosecution 
in  another  part,  shall  be  as  efPectual  as  if  the  process  had  been  served 
in\  that  part  where  the  witness  is  required  to  appear.  If  the  person 
served  does  not  appear,  the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued 
may,  upon  proof  of  service,  transmit  a  certificate  of  the  default, 
under  the  seal  of  the  court,  or  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  judges, 
to  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court  in  England  or 
Ireland,  or  to  the  court  of  Justiciary  in  Scotland,  according  as  the 
writ  may  have  been  served  in  one  or  other  of  these  parts  of  the 
kingdom;  and  such  courts  respectively,  on  proof  that  a  reasonable 
sum  was  tendered  to  the  witness  for  his  expenses,  may  punish  him 
for  his  default,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  refused  to  appear  in 
obedience  to  process  issuing  out  of  these  respective  courts. 

§  1262.  Matters  remained  in  this  state  for  nearly  half  a  century,  J  1138 
when  Parliament  again  interposed,  and  a  further  instalment  of  legal 
reform  was  embodied  in  the  Act  of  17  &  18  V.,  c.  34.  This  statute 
enacts  as  follows: — "I.  If  in  any  action  or  suit  now  or  at  any 
time  hereafter  depending  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of 
Common  Law  at  Westminster  or  Dublin,  or  the  Court  of  Sessions  or 
Exchequer  iri  Scotland,  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  in  which  such 
action  is  pending,  or  if  such  court  is  not  sitting,  *  to  any  judge  of 
any  of  the  said  courts  respectively,  that  it  is  proper^  to  compel  the 


1  45  G.  3,  0.  92,  U  3,  4. 

'  The  afladavit  on  which  the  application  is  founded,  must  disclose  the  facts  to 
show  that  the  attendance  of  the  witness  is  reasonably  necessary,  Allen  v.  T). 
of  Hamilton,  2  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  630. 

*  A  judge  may  now  act,  whether  the  court  be  sitting  or  not,  47  &  48  V  c 
61,  ?16. 
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personal  attendance  at  any  trial '  of  any  witness,  who  may  not  be 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  pending, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  court  or  judge,  if  in  his  or  their  dis- 
cretion it  shall  so  seem  fit,  to  order  that  a  writ  called  a  writ  of 
subpcena  ad  testificandum,  or  of  subpoena  duces  tecum,  or  warrant 
of  citation,  shall  issue  in  special  form  commanding  such  witness  to 
attend  such  trial  wherever  he  shall  be  within  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  the  service  of  any  such  writ  or  process  in  any  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  as  if  the  same  had  been  served  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  from  which  it  issues.  II.  Every  such  vwit  shall  have  at 
the  foot  thereof  a  statement  or  notice  that  the  same  is  issued  by  the 
special  order  of  the  court  or  judge,  as  the  case  may  be;  and  no 
such  writ  shall  issue  without  such  special  order.  III.  In  case  any 
person  so  served  shall  not  appear  according  to  the  exigency  of  such 
writ  or  process,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  out  of  which  the 
same  issued,  upon  proof  made  of  the  service  thereof,  and  of  such 
default,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  court,  to  transmit  a  certificate 
of  such  default,  under  the  seal  of  the  same  court,  or  under  the  hand 
of  one  of  the  judges  or  justices  of  the  same,  1o  any  of  her  Majesty's 
Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law  at  Westminster,  in  case  such 
service  was  had  in  England,  or  in  case  such  service  was  had  in 
Scotland,  to  the  Court  of  Session  or  Exchequer  at  Edinburgh,  or  in 
case  such  service  was  had  in  Ireland,  to  any  of  her  Majesty's  Supe- 
rior Courts  of  Common  Law  at  Dublin;  and  the  court  to  which 
such  certificate  is  so  sent,  shall  and  may  thereupon  proceed  against 
and  punish  the  person  so  having  made  default,  in  like  manner  as 
they  might  have  done  if  such  person  had  neglected  or  refused  to 
appear  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of  subpoena  or  other  process  issued 
out  of  such  last-mentioned  court.  IV.  None  of  the  said  courts 
shall  in  any  case  proceed  against  or  punish  any  person,  for  having 
made  default  by  not  appearing  to  give  evidence  in  obedience  to  any 


1  This  term  -will  not  include  the  hearing  of  an  action,  which  "with  all 
matters  in  difference  "  has  been  referred  to  an  arbitrator;  Hall  v.  Brand,  L. 
E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  39;  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  19,  S.  C.  Qu»re,  will  it  include  the  hearing 
of  a  claim  in  chambers,  Power  v.  "Webber,  I.  E.,  10  Eq.  188;  or  a  reference 
before  a  master;  O'Flanagan  v.  Geoghegan,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  636?  See  Hall 
V.  Brand,  supri,  and  see  post,  ?  1308,  n.  1. 
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writ  of  Bwbpcena  or  other  process  issued  under  the  powers  given  by 
this  Act,  unless  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  such  court,  that  a 
reasonable  and  sufficient  ^um  of  money  .to  defray  the  expenses  of 
coming  and  attending  to  give  evidence,  and  of  returning  from  giving 
such  evidence,  had  been  tendered  to  such  person  at  the  time  when 
such  writ  of  subpoena  or  process  was  served  upon  such  person.  V. 
Nothing  herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  the  power  of  any  of 
such  courts  to  issue  a  commission  for  the  examination  of  witnesses 
out  of  their  jurisdiction,  in  any  case  in  which,  notwithstanding  this 
Act,  they  shall  think  fit  to  issue  such  commission.  VI.  Nothing 
herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  the  admissibility  of  any 
evidence  at  any  trial,  where  such  evidence  is  now  by  law  receivable, 
on  the  ground  of  any  witness  being  beyond  the  jurisdiction- of  the 
court,  but  the  admissibility  of  all  such  evidence  shall  be  determined 
as  if  this  Act  had  not  passed." 

§  1263.  The  salutary  powers  just  cited,  though  originally  con-  |  1139 
fined  to  the  Courts  of  Common  Law,  have  now  been  extended 
to  aU  the  Divisions  of  the  High  Courts,  whether  for  England  or 
Ireland,  and  their  respective  judges;'  and  it  would  be  difficult  to 
find  a  satisfactory  reason  for  not  conferring  them  also  on  all  other 
important  Tribunals.^  In  the  United  States,  courts  sitting  in  any 
district  are  empowered  by  statute  to  send  subpoenas  for  witnesses 
into  any  other  district,  provided  that,  in  civil  causes,  the  witness 
do  not  live  at  a  greater  distance  than  one  hundred  miles  from  the 
place  of  trial.' 

§  1264.  Another  manifest  improvement  in  the  administration  I  1140 
of  justice  which  is  much  called  for,  is  to  empower  all  inferior  courts 
of  record  to  issue  subpoenas  into  any  part  of  England.  At  present, 
such  courts,  thpugh  authorised  to  issue  subpoenas,  can  only  in 
general*  do  so  within  their  own  jurisdiction.  Subpoenas,  therefore, 
which  are  granted  by  the  clerk  of  assize  or  clerk  of  the  peace  are 


'  See  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66,  16;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  57,  §  21,  Ir. 
''  In  the  counties  bordering  on  Scotland,  the  want  of  such  a  power  as  is 
stated  in  the  text  is  much  felt  in  the  Cy.  Cts. 
'  Stat.  1793,  ch.  66  [22,]  ?  6;  1  L-  L-,  U.  S.  p.  312,  Story's  ed. 
*  See  post,  i  1305,  as  to  the  Cy.  Cts. 
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not  compulsory  except  within  a  single  county  or  other  more  limited 
district;  and  the  consequence  is,  that  if  a  necessary  but  unwilling 
witness  happens  to  live,  as  he  often  does,  beyond  these  limits, 
application  must  be  made,  at  the  cost  of  much  time  and  trouble,  to 
the  Central  Office  of  the  Supreme  Court,  whence  subpoenas  may 
issue  to  any  place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court.' 

§  1265.''  If  a  witness,  having  been  duly  served  with  a  subpoena,  ?  1141 
wilfully  neglects  to  appear,  he  is  guilty  of  contempt  of  court,  and  , 
may  be  proceeded  against  by  attachment.  In  order  to  render  a 
witness  liable  to  this  summary  proceeding,  it  is  requisite  to  show 
distiactly,  though  by  any  species  of  proof,  that,  on  the  cause  being 
called  on  for  trial,  he  was  wilfully  absent  under  such  circumstances, 
that,  had  the  trial  proceeded,  he  would  not  have  been  forthcoming 
when  required  to  give  evidence.  The  jury  need  noifbe  sworn;  and 
it  is  no  longer  necessary  even  that  the  witness  should  be  called 
upon  his  subpoena  before  withdrawing  the  record.  This  last  form 
is,  indeed,  usually  followed,  and  the  practice  is  convenient,  as  fur- 
nishing satisfactory  and  cheap  evidence  of  the  absence  of  the 
witness.  Still,  it  is  not  essential;  and  in  some  cases,  as  if  the 
witness  had  left  England  two  days  before  the  trial,  it  would  be 
merely  an  idle  ceremony.' 

§  1266.*  As  an  attachment  for  contempt  does  not  proceed"  upon    g  1143 
the  ground  of    any  damage  sustained   by  an   individual,  but    is 
instituted  to  vindicate  the  dignity  of  the  court,*  the  case  must  be 
perfectly  clear  to  justify  the  exercise  of  this  extraordinary  juris- 
diction.°      The    motion  for    an    attachment    should   therefore   be 

'  Comer,  Cr.  Pr.  256,  257;  Crown  Cir.  Comp.  9,  21;  42  &  43  T.,  c.  78,  ?  5. 
See  post,  ?  1268.  *  CtT,  Ev.  g  319,  in  some  part. 

^  Lamont  v.  Crook,  6  M.  &  "W.  615  ;  Barrow  v.  Humphreys,  3  B.  &  A. 
598;  Dixon  v.  Lee,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  645  ;  Mullett  v.  Hunt,  1  C.  &  M.  752; 
Goflf  V.  Mills,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  23,  per  "Wightman,  J.  These  cases  overrule 
Malcolm  v.  Eay,  3  Moore,  222,  and  Bland  v.  Swafford,  Pea.  E.  60  ;  and 
resolve  the  doubt  expressed  in  E.  v.  Stretch,  4  Dowl.  30;  3  A.  &  E.  503, 
S.  C.     See  Cast  v.  Poyser,  3  Sta.  &  Giff.  369. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  §  319,  in  part. 

5  Barrow  ®.  Humphreys,  8  B.  &  A.  600,  per  Best,  J. 

«  Home  V.  Smith,  6  Taunt.  10,  11;  Garden  u  Cresswell,  2  M.  &  W.  319; 
Scholes  V.  Hilton,  10  M.  &  W.  15;  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  229,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Lord  J. 
Eussell,  7  Dowl.  793. 
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brought  forward  as  soon  as  possible,'  and  the  party  applying  must 
show  by  affidavit  that  a  copy  of  the  subpoena  was  personally  and 
in  due  time  served  on  the  witness,^  that  when  such  service  was 
effected,  the  original  writ  was  shown  to  him,'  that  his  fees,  if  he 
were  entitled  to  them,  were  paid  or  tendered,*  or  the  tender 
expressly  waived,'  and,  in  short,  that  everything  has  been  done 
which  was  necessary  to  secure  his  attendance."  It  must  also 
appear  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  absence  of  the  witness  was  an 
intentional  defiance  of  the  process  of  the  court; '  but  if  this  be 
clearly  shown,  the  witness,  as  it  seems,  cannot  justify  his  conduct 
by  proving  that  his  evidence  was  immaterial.' 

§  1267.  The  fact,  however,  of  immateriality  is  sometimes  im-  §  1143 
portant,  as  tending  to  negative  the  existence  of  wilful  misconduct. 
Thus,  the  coiort  refused  to  grant  an  attachment  against  Lord 
Brougham,  when  it  was  evident,  from  the  notes  of  the  judge  who 
tried  the  cause,  that  his  presence  at  the  trial  would  not  have  served 
the  complainant, '  and  they  probably  observed,  that  they  would  not 
allow  the  process  of  the  court  to  be  used  for  purposes  of  needless 
vexation.  So,  in  the  case  of  Lord  John  Hussell  and!  Mr.  Pos>. 
Maule,  who  had  disobeyed  writs  of  subpoena  duces  tecum,  the 
court,  in  discharging  a  rule  for  an  attachment,  relied  on  the  fact 
that  the  documents,  if  produced,  would  not  have  been  admissible.'" 


1  E.  V.  Stretch,  4  Dowl.  30;  3  A.  &  E.  503,  S.  C. 

"  Ante,  U  1242—1244. 

'  Garden  v.  Cresswell,  2  M.  &  W.  319  ;  5  Dowl.  461,  S.  C.  ;  Jacob  v. 
Hungat«,  3  Dowl.  456  ;  E.  v.  Sloman,  1  Dowl.  618  ;  Smith  v.  Truscott,  1 
Dowl.  &  L.  530 ;  6  M.  &  Gr.  267,  S.  C.  ;  Marshall  v.  York,  Newcastle,  & 
Berw.  Ey.  Co.,  11  Com.  B.  398. 

*  Ante,  ?  1246  ;   Connor  v.  ,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  610,  per  Pennefather,   B. ; 

Brocas  v.  Lloyd,  23  Beav.  129;  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  758,  S.  C. 

^  Goff  V.  Mills,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  23,  per  Wightman,  J. 

«  2  Ph.  Ev.  377;  Garden  v.  Cresswell,  2  M.  &  W.  319;  5  Dowl.  461,  S.  C. 
See  Hempston  v.  Humphreys,  I.  E.,  1  C.  L.  271. 

'  Scholes  V.  Hilton,  10  M.  &  "W.  15;  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  229,  S.  C;  Netherwood 
V.  Wilkinson,  17  Com.  B.  226. 

'  Chapman  v.  Davis,  3  M.  &  Gr.  609,  611,  612 ;  4  Scott,  N.  E.  319; 
1  Dowl.  N.  S.  239,  S.  C;  Scholes  v.  Hilton,  10  M.  &  W.  16;  2  Dowl.  N.  S. 
230,  S.  C.  These  cases  appear  to  overrule  Tinley  v.  Porter,  5  Dowl.  744,  and 
T.aylor  v.  "Williams,  4  M.  &  P.  59. 

»  Dicas  V.  Lawson,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  934,  '»  7  Dowl.  693. 
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In  E.  V.  Sfoman,  the  rule  for  attachment  ^as  refused,  the 
witness  having  had  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  he  would 
not  be  wanted  at  the  trial.'  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  re- 
membered that  the  duty  of  attending  a  court  of  justice  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  subpoena  is  paramount  to  the  duty  of  obedience  to  the 
commands  of  any  master,  however  stringent  and  express  those 
command^  may  be  ;  ^  and,  on  this  ground,  an  attachment  has 
issued  against  a  solicitor,  who,  being  served  with  a  subpoena  to 
attend  a  trial  on  the  following  day,  went  in  the  morning  to  a  board 
of  guardians  to  discharge  his  duty  as  clerk,  and  found  on  his  return 
that  the  cause  had  been  unexpectedly  called  on  in  his  absence. 
The  court  held,  that  he  had  no  right  to  speculate  on  the  chance  of 
being  in  time.'  Of  course,  if  the  witness  be  too  ill  to  attend,*  or  if 
leave  of  absence  has  been  given  him  by  the  solicitor  of  the  party 
requiring  his  attendance,'  no  attachment  will  lie;  and,  on  ordinary 
principles  of  justice,  it  would  seem  that  if  in  a  criminal  case,  where 
no  fees  were  tendered,  a  witness  from  real  poverty  should  be 
unable  to  obey  the  summons,  he  would  not  be  guilty  of  contempt.' 

§  1268.  Although  the  High  Court  will  grant  an  attachment  g  1144 
againt  a  witness  for  disobeying  a  Central  OfSce '  subpoena  to  give 
evidence  in  an  inferior  court,*  provided  that  distinct  proof  be  given 
by  affidavit  that  the  inferior  court  had  jurisdiction  to  examine  the 
witness,'  it  has  no  power,  either  at  common  law,  or  by  virtue  of  the 
Act  of  45  G.  3,  c.  92,'°  to  interfere,  unless  the  writ  has  issued  from 
the  Central  Office;"  and,  consequently,  in  all  those  cases  where 
process  is  granted  by  the  clerk  of  assize,  or  clerk  of  peace,  and 
the  witness  disobeys  the  summons,  the  inferior  court  is  driven  to 


'  1  Dowl.  618. 

2  Goff  D.  Mills,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  23,  28,  per  Wiglitman,  J. 

'  Jackson  v.  Seager,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  13,  per  WigMman,  J. 

*  In  re  Jacobs,  1  Har.  &  W.  123.     See  Scholes  v.  Hilton,  10  M.  &  "W.  15. 
'  Farrah  v.  Keat,  6  Dowl.  470. 

«  2  Ph.  Ev.  383. 

'  These  subpoenas  nsed  to  be  issued  by  the  Crown  Office,  but  that  office  is 
now  a  department  of  the  Central  Office,  42  &  43  V.,  c.  78,  ?  5.  Rules  of 
Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1. 

*  E.  V.  King,  8  T.  E.  585;  R.  v.  Greenaway,  7  Q.  B.  126. 

'  E.  V.  Vickery,  12  Q.  B.  478.  '"  As  to  which  Act,  see  ante,  ?  12G1. 

"  R.  V.  Brownell,  1  A.  &  E.  598. 
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proceed  against  him,  either  by  the  doubtful  and  arbitrary  course  of 
fining  him  in  his  absence  for  contempt,'  or  by  the  tedious,  and 
therefore  useless,  process  of  indictment.  It  may  be  said,  that  those 
who  wish  to  have  the  attendance  of  witnesses  enforced  by  the  au- 
thority of  the  High  Court  may  always  effect  this  purpose  by  ob- 
taining a  subpoena  from  the  Crown  Department  of  the  Central 
Office;  but  in  remote  counties  this  course  is  highly  inconvenient, 
as  it  occasions  a  considerable  loss  of  time,  and,  if  a  town  agent  be 
employed,  a  needless  additional  expense.  A  much  more  simple  and 
effectual  method  might  be  adopted,  if  the  Legislature  would  enact, 
that  every  inferior  court  should,  like  the  Central  Office,  have  the 
power  of  issuing  subpoenas  for  witnesses,  in  whatever  part  of  the 
country  they  might  reside,  and  that  the  high  court  should  enforce 
obedience  to  such  subpoenas  by  the  ordinary  process  of  attachment.^ 
The  wholesome  dread  of  this  proceeding  would,  on  the  one  hand, 
render  it  seldom  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  it;  and  the  necessity 
for  paying  the  expenses  of  the  witnesses  would,  on  the  other,  render 
parties  unwilling  to  summon  persons  whose  presence  was  not 
materially  requisite.  It  is  only  reasonable  and  just,  that  every 
court,  having  power  definately  to  determine  any  suit,  should  be 
enabled,  without  being  driven  to  a  circuitous  mode  of  proceeding, 
to  call  for  all  adequate  proofs  of  the  facts  in  controversy,  and,  to  that 
end,  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses. 

§  1269.  Though  a  flagrant  case  of  palpable  contempt  be  shown,  §  1145 
such  as  an  express  and  positive  refusal  to  attend,  the  Court  will 
not  grant  an  attachment  in  the  first  instance;  but  the  uniform 
practice  which  now  prevails  is  to  obtain  the  leave  of  the  court  or  a 
judge,  "  to  be  applied  for  on  notice  to  the  party  against  whom  the 
attachment  is  to  be  issued."  ^  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  add,  that 
if  a  witness  duly  served,  and  having  his  expenses  paid,  refuses  in 

'  See  E.  V.  Clement,  4  B.  &  A.  218.  In  that  case  the  fine  was  imposed  hy 
one  of  the  superior  judges.  Qu.  whether  the  justices  at  sessions  could  safely 
exercise  the  like  power.  "  Ante,  §  1264. 

'  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XLIV.,  R.  2.  Service  of  notice  on  the 
party's  solicitors,  or  at  his  place  of  residence,  is  ^sufficient,  without  personal 
service  on  the  party  himself,  Brovniing  v.  Sahin,  46  L.,  Ch.  728,  per  Jessel, 
M.R. ;  In  re  a  Solicitor,  L.  R.,  14  Ch.  D.  152,  per  Id.  A  judge  at  Chambers 
may  order  the  writ  to  issue.  Salm-Kyrburg  v.  Pomansky,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
428;  L.  R.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  218.     S.  C.  nom.  Salm  Kyrburg  v.  Posnanski. 
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court  -to  be  sworn  or  to  testify,  he  is  guilty  of  contempt,  and  may, 
as  in  all  cases  of  contempt,  be  punished  by  fine  and  imprisonment 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court.' 


§  1270.  Besides  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  attachment,  the  ?  1146 
party  injured  in  a  civil  suit  by  the  non-attendance  of  a  witness  has 
his  remedy,  either  by  an  "  action  of  debt"  under  §  12  of  the  statute 
5  EL,  c.  9,^  or  by  an  action  for  damages  at  common  law.  Becourse 
is  seldom  had  to  the  action  of  debt,  because,  although  the  party 
aggrieved  may  recover  thereby  a  penalty  of  lOi.,  in  addition  to  what 
the  court  might  assess  as  a  satisfaction  in  damages,  yet  this  assess- 
ment must  be  made,  not  by  the  jury  or  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  but  by 
the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued;  and,  this  being  an 
inconvenient  course,  it  is  more  advisable  to  rely  on  the  remedy  by 
attachment,  where  if  the  witness  redeems  his  offence  by  making 
satisfaction  to  the  party,  the  court  will  generally  remit  the  punish- 
ment.^ 


§  1271.  The  action  for  damages  is  more  frequent,  and  to  support  §  1147 
this  action  it  is  not  necessary,  any  more  than  in  proceeding  by 
attachment,  to  show  that  the  jury  were  sworn,  or  that  the  witness 
was  called  upon  his  subpoena;*  neither  is  it  requisite  that  the 
statement  of  claim  should  contain  a  direct  and  positive  averment 
that  the  party  had  a  good  cause  of  action  or  a  good  defence,  but  it 
will  suffice  to  state  and  prove,  that  the  witness  was  material,  that 
the  trial  could  not  safely  proceed  without  him,  and  that,  in  point 
of  fact,  the  party  has  sustained  some  damage  by  the  absence  of  the 
witness.^  It  is  true,  that  if  only  one  issue  has  been  joined  in  an 
action,  the  plaintifP  cannot  practically  proceed  against  a  witness  for 
having  disobeyed  his  subpoena,  unless  he  has  had  a  good  cause  of 
action  as  against   the  original  defendant;   because,  in   order   to 


1  4  Bl.  Com.  284r— 288.  ""  Cited  ante,  §  1246. 

'  Pearson  v.  Isles,  2  Doug.  556,  560,  561,  per  Ld.  Mansfield. 

•  Lament  v.  Crook,  6  M.  &  "W.  625.     See  ante,  ?  1265. 

5  MuUett  V.  Hunt,  1  C.  &  M.  752;  Davis  v.  Lovell,  4  M.  &  W.  678;  Couling 
V.  Coxe,  6  Com.  B.  703;  6  Dowl.  &  L.  399,  S.  C.  See  Yeatman  v.  Dempsey,  7 
Com  B.,  N.  S.  628;  9  Com  B.,  N.  S.  881,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch.;  Needham  v.  Fraser, 
1  Com.  B.  815. 
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recover  damages  from  the  witness,  he  must  show  that  he  has  sus- 
tained some  loss  through  his  default,  and  this  he  can  scarcely  do 
without  having  had  himself  good  grounds  for  commencing  the 
former  suit.'  This  reason,  however,  does  not  apply,  where  several 
issues  have  been  joined  in  the  original  action;  for,  in  such  a  case, 
it  may  well  happen  that  the  plaintiff,  though  he  had  no  cause  of 
action,  may  have  sustained  damage  in  respect  of  the  costs  of  some 
of  the  issues,  on  which,  although  failing  generally  in  his  suit,  he 
might  have  succeeded  by  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  had  he  duly 
attended  the  trial.^  In  this  last  class  of  cases,  therefore,  the 
traverse  of  an  averment  of  a  good  cause  of  action  would  simply  raise 
an  immaterial  issue.'  It  seems  that  the  same  strictness  of  proof 
with  respect  to  the  form  and  service  of  the  writ,  which  is  necessary 
to  render  the  witness  guilty  of  contempt,  will  not  be  requisite  in 
order  to  sustain  the  action;*  and  it  has  been  held,  that,  although 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  witness  into  contempt  the  original 
writ  must  be  shown  at  the  time  when  the  copy  is  served,  this  course 
is  not  necessary  as  the  foundation  of  an  action,  unless,  perhaps, 
when  a  sight  of  the  writ  has  been  expressly  demanded  by  the 
witness.* 


§  1272.  "When  the  witness  is  in  custody,  the  writ  of  subpoena  is  j  1148 
of  no  avail,  and  the  party  requiring  his  evidence  must  either  apply 
for  a  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum,*  or  obtain  a  warrant  or  order 
under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  judges  of  the  High  Court.'  The 
granting  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  in  several  cases  regulated  by 
statute.  Thus,  the  Act  of  43  G.  3,  c.  140,  provides,  that  any  judge 
of  the  [High  Court]  may,  at  his  discretion,  award  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  for  bringing  any  prisoner,  detained  in  a  gaol  or  prison  in  ' 
England,  before  any  court-martial,-  any  commissioners  for  auditing 
public  accounts,  or  other  commissioners  acting  by  virtue  of  any 
royal  commission  or  warrant,  for  trial,  or  to  be  examined  touching 
any  matter  depending  before  such  court-martial  or  commissioners; 


1  Couling  V.  Coxe,  6  Com.  B.  718,  719,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. 
"^  Id.  703,  719,  720.  '  Id. 

*  Davis  V.  Lovell,  4  M.  &  "W.  684,  686,  per  Parke,  B. 
5  Mullett  V.  Hunt,  1  C.  &  M.  758,  per  Bayley,  B. 

«  See  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  App.  J,  Form  2.  '  See  I  1276,  post. 
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and  the  statute  44  G.  3,  c.  102,  enacts,  that  a  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  England  or  in  Ireland  may,  at  his  discretion,  grant  a 
habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  any  prisoner,  detained  in  a  goal  or 
prison,  before  any  Court  of  Record,  to  be  there  examined  as  a 
witness,  and  to  testify  the  truth  before  such  court,  or  any  grand, 
petit,  or  other  jury,  in  any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  de- 
pending, or  to  be  inqaired  into  or  determined,  in  any  such  court. 
Again,  the  Acts  of  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  and  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105,  which 
respectively  relate  to  England  and  Ireland,  and  were  passed  to 
enable  witnesses  to  be  examined  by  commissioners  in  certain  cases, 
before  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  which  their  testimony  would  be  re- 
quired, enact, — the  first,  in  §6,  the  second  in  §  71, — that  "it  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  sheriff,  gaoler,  or  other  officer  having  the  custody 
of  any  prisoner,  to  take  such  prisoner  for  examination  under  the 
authority  of  that  Act,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  be 
issued  for  that  purpose,  which  writ  shall  and  may  be  issued  by  any 
court  or  judge  under  such  circumstances,  and  in  such  manner,  as 
such  court  or  judge  may  now  by  law  issue  the  writ  commonly  called 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum." 

§  1273.  The  application  for  a  writ  under  either  of  the  two  first-  §  1149 
mentioned  statutes,  if  not  under  the  last  two,  must  be  made  to  a 
judge  at  chambers,^  on  an  affidavit,  stating  the  place  and  cause  of 
confinement  of  the  witness,  and  further  that  his  evidence  is  material, 
and  that  the  party  cannot,  in  his  absence,  safely  proceed  to  trial  ;^ 
and  if  the  prisoner  be  confined  at  a  great  distance  from  the  place  of 
trial,  the  judge  will  perhaps  require  that  the  affidavit  should  point 
out  in  what  manner  his  testimony  is  material.'  If  the  witness  is 
to  give  evidence  in  a  civil  suit,  it  is  usual  to  add  in  the  affidavit 
that  he  is  willing  to  attend;  but  this  would  seem  to  be  a  needless 
averment,  and  it  is  certainly  not  required  in  criminal  proceedings.* 
When  a  party  to  the  record  is  in  custody,  he  is  entitled  to  the  writ 
for  himself  as  much  as  for  any  other  witness,  provided  that  his  evi- 
dence be  necessary  at  the  trial.  ° 


'  Gordon's  case,  2  M.  &  Sel.  582 ;  Browne  y.  Gisbome,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  263, 
per  Coleridge,  J. 
''  See  the  form,  Chit.  Forms,  60  ;  Comer,  Cr.  Pr.,  App.  66. 
'  Standard  v.  Baker,  cited  Tidd,  858. 

*  Comer,  Cr.  Pr.  118.  '  Ex  p.  Cohbett,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  145,  Ex. 
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§  1274  Before  the  passing  of  the  statute  44  G.  3,  c.  102,  it  was  §  1159 
held  that  neither  a  prisoner  in  custody  for  high  treason,^  nor  a 
prisoner  of  war,^  could  be  brought  up  by  a  habeas  corpus  ad  testi- 
ficandum; and  Lord  Mansfield  stated,  with  respect  to  the  prisoner 
of  war,  that  application  should  be  made  to  the  Secretary  of  State. 
The  court,  however,  on  the  Secretary  of  State  refusing  to  interfere, 
granted  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  adverse  party  should  not  con- 
sent, either  to  admit  the  facts,  or  that  the  prisoner  should  be  ex- 
amined on  interrogatories;  adding,  that  if  this  consent  should  be 
refused,  they  would  put  off  the  trial  from  time  to  time,  in  order  to 
give  the  applicant  an  opportunity  of  filing  a  bill  in  equity.  It  may 
now  be  fairly  questioned  whether  the  words  of  the  Act,  "  any  pri- 
soner detained  in  any  prison,"  would  not  be  sufficiently  large  to  war- 
rant the  interference  of  the  judge  in  both  these  cases;  and  though 
considerations  of  state  policy  might,  perhaps,  lead  the  judges  to 
narrow  the  interpretation  of  the  statute  in  the  case  of  prisoners  of 
war,  no  valid  reason  can  be  urged  why  prisoners  charged  with  high 
treason  should  not  be  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  other  prisoners. 


§  1275.  Independent  of  the  powers  expressly  granted  to  the  ^  1151 
judges  by  the  Acts  above  mentioned,  the  Queen's  Bench  Division 
of  the  High  Court  would  seem,  at  common  law,^  to  possess  the 
right  of  awarding  writs  of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum  in  certain 
cases,  though  the  extent  of  such  authority  is  not  distinctly  defined. 
The  Legislature  has  indirectly  recognised  the  power  of  the  superior 
judges  to  bring  persons  detained  in  custody  under  civil  or  criminal 
process  heiore  magistrates,  or  Courts  of  Record;*  and  the  judges 
themselves  have  claimed  the  right  of  granting  these  writs  in  other 
analogous  cases.'     Thus,  a  vreit  has  been  awarded  to  bring  up  the 

'  Langston  v.  Cotton,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  21. 

'  Furly  V.  Newnham,  2  Doug.  419. 

^  See  E.  V.  Fieind,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  2,  3  ;  E.  v.  Burbage,  3  Burr.  1440. 

*  See  preamble  of  43  G.  3,  c.  140,  and  Ex.  p.  Griffiths,  5  B.  &  A.  730. 

*  See  In  re  Cook,  7  Q.  B.  653,  where  the  court  refused  to  issue  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  a  prisoner,  committed  on  a  charge  of  murdering 
A.,  before  a  coroner's  jury,  who  were  sitting  on  A.'s  body,  for  the  purpose 
of  his  being  identified  by  the  witnesses.  In  this  case,  the  judges  seemed  to 
be  of  opinion,  that  they^  had  power  to  issue  such  writ  in  a  case  of  necessity. 
See,  also,  Daniel  v.  Thompson,  15  East,  78  ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Fadden,  1  Price, 
403. 
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body  of  a  person  confined  as  a  lunatic,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
evidence  in  a  cause,  on  an  affidavit  that  he  was  not  dangerous,  and 
was  in  a  iit  state  to  be  examined.'  So,  a  prisoner  in  civil  custody 
has  been  brought  up  by  habeas  corpus,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
examined  as  a  witness  before  an  arbitrator.^  So,  a  habeas  corpus 
has  issued  from  the  old  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  bring  up  a 
prisoner  committed  by  that  court  for  non-payment  of  a  fine,  to  give 
evidence  before  an  election  committee,  on  an  affidavit  that  the  rule 
to  show  cause  had  been  served  on  the  under-sheriff,  the  Solicitor  of 
the  Treasury,  the  prisoner  himself,  and  the  party  at  whose  suit  he 
was  in  execution,  and  no  cause  being  shown.'  On  a  similar  appli- 
cation being  subsequently  made  to  the  court,  the  only  difference 
being  that  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  felony,  the 
judges  doubted  their  power,  but  granted  a  rule  nisi,  directing 
notice  to  be  given  to  the  Attorney-General,  the  committing  magis- 
trate, the  person  having  the  custody  of  the  prisoner,  and  all  parties 
at  whose  suit  he  might  be  detained  on  civil  process.*  It  became 
unnecessary  to  call  upon  the  court  to  make  this  rule  absolute. 
Again,  if  the  witness  be  in  the  military  or  naval  service,  and  there- 
fore, not  at  liberty  to  attend  without  the  leave  of  his  superior  officer, 
which  he  cannot  obtain,  he  may  be  brought  into  court  to  testify  by 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus;  but,  in  such  case,  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division  of  the  High  Court  will  refuse  to  award  the  writ,  unless 
the  affidavit  states  that  the  witness  has  been  served  with  a  sub- 
poena, and  is  willing  to  attend;  for  a  free  man  cannot  be  brought 
up  as  a  prisoner  against  his  consent.^  In  all  these  cases  the  writ 
will  be  directed  to  the  gaoler,  sheriff,  commanding  officer,  or  other 
person,  in  whose  custody,  or  under  whose  control,  the  witness  is 
detained,  who,  on  being  served  with  it,  and  being  paid  or  tendered 
his  reasonable  charges,  will  be  bound  to  produce  the  witness 
according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ. 

§  1276.  As    Lord  Denman's  Act,'  by  rendering  convicted  pri-    ?  1152 


'  Fennell  v.  Tait,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  584. 

2  Graham  v.  Glover,  25  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  10;  5  E.  &  B.  591,  S.  C;  Marsden  v. 
Overbury,  1 8  Com.  B.  34.  '  In  re  Price,  4  East,  587. 

*  In  re  Pilgrim,  3  A.  &  E.  485;  4  Dowl,  89,  S.  C.  nom.  E.  v.  Pilgrim. 
^  E.  V.  Eoddam,  2  Cowp.  672.  «  6  &  7  V.,  c.  85,  ?  1- 
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soners  competent  -witnesses,  caused  applications  for  writs  of  habeas 
corpus  to  be  more  frequent  than  they  formerly  were,  the  Legisla- 
ture, in  1853,  thought  it  convenient  to  provide,  in  certain  cases,  a 
summary  mode  of  obtaining  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  criminal 
custody.  It  has,  therefore,  been  enacted,  by  §  9  of  16  &  17  V., 
c.  30,  that  any  secretary  of  state  and  any  judge  of  the  Superior 
Courts  of  Common  Law,'  may,  if  he  think  fit,  "  upon  application 
by  affidavit,  issue  a  warrant  or  order  under  his  hand,  for  bringing 
up  any  prisoner  or  person  confined  in  any  gaol,  prison,  or  place, 
under  any  sentence,  or  under  commitment  for  trial  or  otherwise, 
{except  under  process  in  any  civil  action,  suit,  or  proceeding,) 
before  any  court,  judge,  justice,  or  other  judicature,  to  be  examined 
as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  depending  or 
to  be  inquired  of,  or  determined  in  or  or  before  such  court,  judge, 
justice,  or  judicature;  and  the  person  required  by  any  such  warrant 
or  order  to  be  so  brought  before  such  court,  judge,  justice,  or  judi- 
cature, shall  be  so  brought  under  the  same  care  and  custody,  and 
be  dealt  with  in  like  manner  in  all  respects,  as  a  prisoner  re- 
quired by  any  writ  of  habeas  corpus  awarded  by  any  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's Superior  Courts  of  Law  at  Westminster,  to  be  brought  before 
such  court  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or  matter 
depending  before  such  court,  is  now  by  law  required  to  be  dealt 
with." 


§  1277.  Somewhat  similar  provisions  have  long  been  in  force  in  §  1153 
Ireland,  under  §  2  of  the  statute  38  G.  3,  c.  26,  which  enacts,  that 
"  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  of  Assize,  or  Nisi  Prius,  or  the 
commissioners  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  by  order  in 
writing  to  be  by  them  respectively  signed,  to  direct  any  person  in 
execution,  and  in  the  custody  of  any  sheriff  or  other  officer,  in  any 
county  wherein  they  shall  sit,  to  be  brought  up  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  evidence  in  any  cause  or  trial  to  be  had  before  them  respec- 
tively." So  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  Ireland  is  empowered  by 
warrant  or  order  to  cause  any  bankrupt,  or  any  person  supposed  to 
be  possessed  of  his  goods,  or  to  be  indebted  to  him,  or  to  be  ac- 


^  These  powers  would  seem  to  be  still  confined  to  the  judges  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court.     Sed  qu. 
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quainted  with  his  dealings,  to  be  brought  from  any  prison  in  which 
he  may  be  in  custody  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined.'  la 
England,  and  in  Ireland,  too,  even  "  The  County  Court  Judges  " 
have  been  intrusted,  to  a  limited  extent,  with  the  power  of  ordering 
prisoners  to  be  brought  up  as  witnesses  before  their  rfespective 
Courts;*  and  similar  powers  have  been  conferred  on  certain  func- 
tionaries, for  the  purpose  of  bringing  military  convicts  under  special 
circumstances  before  courts-martial  or  civil  courts  as  witnesses.' 

§  1278.  Eesides  these  modes  of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  wit-  §  1154 
nesses, which  apply  generally  to  proceedings  before  courts  of  ordinary 
common-law  jurisdiction,  more  or  less  compulsory  powers  for  the 
same  purpose  are  intrusted  to  many  courts  or  persons  having  a 
limited  or  special  jurisdiction.  The  limits  of  this  work  will  not 
admit  of  a  full  analysis,  or  even  a  complete  enumeration  of  these 
powers,  but  a  brief  sketch  will  be  given  of  such  as  appear  to  be  of 
general  importance. 

§  15179.  The  Examiners  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  though  ?  1155 
authorised  to  administer  oaths,*  are  not  empowered  either  to  compel 
the  attendance,  or  to  punish  the  misconduct  of  witnesses,  except 
by  resorting  to  the  cumbrous  and  costly  process  of  invoking  the  in- 
tervention of  the  court.''  Some  persons,  well  acquainted  with  the 
practical  working  of  the  present  system,  have  strenuously  urged  the 
propriety  of  strengthening  the  hands  of  these  functionaries,  and  of 
enabling  them,  without  first  applying  to  the  court,  to  punish  the 
improper  conduct  of  witnesses ;  °  but,  as  yet,  this  measure,  though 
well  deserving  of  serious  consideration,  has  not  been  sanctioned  by 
the  Legislature. 

§  1280.  When  a  subpoena  is  required  for  the  attendance  of  a    ?  1156 
witness  for  the -purpose  of  proceedings  in  Chambers,  it  shall  issue 

1  35  &  36  v.,  c.  58,  §  73,  Ir.     See  also,  §  74,  as  to  the  costs  of  such  removal. 

2  19  &  20  v.,  c.  108,  ?  31;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  99,  ?  43,  Ir.;  40  &  41  V.,  e.  56, 
?  3,  Ir. 

'  44  &  45  v.,  c;  58,  ?  60,  subs.  8;  and  |  63,  subs.  7. 

*  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  19,  cited,  ante,  ?  506.  In  Stuart?).  Balkis  Co.,  53  L.  J., 
Ch.  791,  held  by  Chitty,  J.,  that  a  witness  required  to  attend  before  an  exam- 
iner was  not  bound  to  do  so  unless  served  with  a  subpoena.  See  E.  20  of  Ord. 
XXXVII.,  cited  ante,  p.  460. 

■'Old.   XXXVII.,  R.  13,  cited,  ante,   ?  506.     For  the  corresponding  Irish 
enactment,  see  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44,  ?  100,  Ir.  ^  See  Gresl.  Ev.  59. 
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from  the  Central  Office  upon  a  note  from  the  judge.'  Again,  when 
a  Chief  Clerk  ^  is  directed  by  a  judge  in  the  Chancery  Division  to 
examine  any  party  or  witness,  he  is  authorised  to  enforce  the 
attendance  of  such  party  or  witness  by  summons;^  and  if  this 
summons  be  not  obeyed,  the  party  or  witness  will  be  liable 
to  process  of  contempt,  in  like  manner  as  he  would  be,  were 
he  to  disobey  any  order  of  the  court,  or  any  writ  of  subpcena.*    A 

•  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  28. 

"  As  to  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  "  the  Taxing  Officers  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  or  of  any  Division  thereof,"  see  Ord.  LXV.,  E.  27,  subs.  25. 

"  This  summons  is  ouly  good  for  one  attendance,  unless  the  examination 
of  the  witness  be  adjourned;  Lawson  ».  Stoddart,  3  New  E.  211,  per  Kin- 
dersley,  V.-C. 

*  Ord.  LV.,  E.  16,  provides,  that  "  each  Chief  Clerk  shall,  for  the  purpose 
of  any  proceedings  directed  to  be  taken  before  him,  have  full  power  to  issue 
advertisements,  to  summon  parties  and  witnesses,  to  administer  oaths,  to 
require  the  production  of  documents,  to  take  afiidavits  and  acknowledgments, 
other  than  acknowledgments  by  married  women,  and,  when  so  directed  by 
the  judge,  to  examine  parties  and  witnesses,  either  upon  interrogatories  or 
viva  voce,  as  the  judge  shall  direct." 

E.  17  provides,  that  "parties  and  witnesses  summoned  to  attend  before  a 
Chief  Clerk  shall  be  bound  to  attend  in  pursuance  of  the  summons,  and  shall 
be  liable  to  process  of  contempt,  in  like  manner  as  parties  or  witnesses  are 
liable  thereto  in  case  of  disobedience  to  any  order  of  the  Court,  or  in  case 
of  default  in  attendance  in  pursuance  of  any  order  of  the  Court,  or  of  any 
writ  of  subpcena  ad  testificandum."  For  the  corresponding  Irish  enactments, 
see  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44,  §§  138,  139,  Ir. 

The  "Form  of  Summons  by  Chief  Clerk,"  as  given  in  App.  L.,  No.  1  of 
the  Eules  of  1883,  is  as  follows: — 

Summons  by  Chief  Clerk. 
"In  the  High  Court  of  Justice. 
Chancery  Division. 
Mr.  Justice. 
In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  A.  B.,  late  of  ,  in  the  county  of 

,  deceased. 

Or, 
Between  C.  D.,  petitioner, 
and 
K.  F.,  Defendant. 
The  defendant  E.  F.  [or  G.  H.,  of,  &c.]  is  hereby  summoned  to  attend  at 
the  Chambers  of  Mr.  Justice  ,  at  the  Eoyal  Courts  of  Justice  on 

the  day  of  ,  at  o'clock  in  the 

noon,  to  be  examined  [or,  to  be  examined  as  a  witness],  on  the  part  of  the 
,  for  the  purpose  of  the  proceedings  directed  by  Mr.  Justice 
,  to  be  taken  before  me, 
Dated  this  day  of  ,  18    . 

_,  .  X.  Y.,  Chief  Clerk. 

This  summons  was  taken  out  by  of  ,  in  the  county 

of  ,  Solicitors  for  ," 
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witness,  also,  who  refuses  to  be  sworn,  when  summoned  before  a 
Chief  Clerk,  does  so  at  the  risk  of  being  committed  by  the  court; ' 
and  if  he  answers  inr  an  unsatisfactory  manner,  an  application 
should  be  made  to  have  him  examined  by  the  judge.^  He  may, 
too,  as  it  seems,  himself  apply  to  the  Chief  Clerk,  on  special 
grounds,  either  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel,  or  to  have  the 
inquiry  adjourned  into  courfc.^  , 

§  1281.  "Under  "  The  Companies'  Act,  1862,"  the  court  which  is  ?  1157 
empowered  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  any  company,  and  the  commis- 
sioners who  are  authorised  to  take  evidence,  may  respectively  enforce 
the  attendance  of  witnesses,*  and  tlie  production  of  documents,'  by 
summons  and  warrant.  The  summons  cannot  be  claimed  as  a 
matter  of  right,  but  the  court  must  be  satisfied  that  to  grant  it  will 
be  just  and  beneficial.'  As  a  general  rule  the  examination  of  the 
witness  rests  with  the  official  liquidator,  but  the  court,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, may  empower  any  contributories  to  issue  summonses,  to 
attend  the  inquiry,  and  to  examine  or  cross-examine  the  persons 
summoned.'    The  practice  in  these  cases  has  been  assimilated  to 

*  In  re  The  Elect.  Telegr.  Co.  of  Ireland,  ex  p.  Bunn,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  614, 
per  Eomilly,  M.  R.;  24  Beav,  137,  S.  C. 

^  Hayward  v.  Hayward,  Kay,  App.  xxxl.  See,  however,  Venables  v. 
Schweitzer,  16  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  76. 

^  In  re  The  Elect.  Telegr.  Co.  of  Ireland,  ex  p.  Bunn,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  614; 
24  Beav.  137,  S.  C. 

*  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  M  115,  126.  138.  See  Swan's  case,  10  Law  Rep.,  Eq. 
675;  In  re  Engl.  Jt.  Stock  Bk.,  3  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  303;  In  re  Financial  Ins. 
Co.,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  687;  In  re  Breech  Loading  Armoury  Co.,  and  In  re  Mer- 
chant's Co.,  4  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  453;  In  re  Accidental  &  Mar.  Ins.  Co..  37 
L.  J.,  Ch,  56;  5  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  22,  S.  C;  In  re  The  Mercant.  Credit  Associat., 
Clement's  case,  37  L.  J.,  Ch.  295;  13  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  179,  n.  1,  S.  C;  In  re 
Contract  Corp.,  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  351;  6  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  146,  S.  C;  Re  The 
London  Gas  Meter  Co.,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  145;  Druitt's  case,  14  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  6; 
Trower  &  Lawson's  case,  id.  8;  Forbes'  case,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.,  467;  In  re  Bk. 
of  Hindustan,  Fricker's  case,  13  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  178,  per  Wickens,  V.-C;  41 
L.  J.,  Ch.  278,  S.  C;  Massey  v.  Allen,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  702;  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  D. 
164,  S.  C. 

*  See  Ex  p.  Paine  &  Layton,  4  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  215;  38  L.  J.,  Ch. 
305,  S.  C;  In  re  Smith,  Knight,  &  Co.,  4  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  421. 

"  In  Re  The  Metropolitan  Bk.,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  651,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R., 
15  Ch.D.  139,  S.  C,  nom.  Heiron's  case. 

'  Re  Silkstone  &  Dodsworth  Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  752,  per  Fry, 
J.  ;  S.  C.  in  Ct.  of  App.,  nom.  Whitworth's  case,  L.  E.,  19  Ch.  D.  118;  51 
L.  J.,  Ch.  71,  S.  C. 
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that  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  judges,  very  sensibly,  are  inclined  to 
put  a  liberal  interpretation  upon  the  language  of  this  statute,  which 
enables  them  to  summon  "  any  person  whom*  the  court  may  deem 
capable  of  giving  information  concerning  the  trade,  dealings,  estate, 
or  eflfects  of  the  company."  '  It  would  seem  that  a  witness  sum- 
moned under  this  enactment  has  no  locus  standi,  unless  he  can 
establish  a  want  of  jurisdiction,'  to  appeal  against  the  order; '  and 
even  if  this  be  an  erroneous  view  of  the  law,  it  is  clear  that  a  court 
of  appeal  would  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  unless 
under  extremely  special  circumstances.*  The  witness,  however,  is 
entitled  to  be  attended  by  his  counsel  or  solicitor,  who  may  ask  him 
such  questions  as  may  be  necessary  to  explain  the  evidence  he  has 
given,  and  who  may  also  take  notes  of  the  proceedings"  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  such  re-examination,  but  for  that  purpose 
only.^  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add,  that  any  deposition,  taken 
in  accordance  with  the  above  provisions,  may  be  used  as  evidence 
on  a  summons  against  the  party  by  whom  it  has  been  made,  but  the 
court  might  possibly  require  that  notice  of  the  intention  to  read  the 
deposition  should  first  be  given.' 

§  1283.  In  the  court  for  the  trial  of  either  Parliamentary  or  J  1157b 
Municipal  Election  Petitions,  witnesses  may  be    subpoenaed    and 
sworn  as  in  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,'  and  the  judge  or  presiding  bar- 
rister has  a  further  power,  by  order  under  his  hand,*  of  compelling 

^  See  cases  cited  in  last  four  notes.     Also  Ee  Lisbon  Steam  Tramways  Co., 
L.  R.,  2Ch.  D.  575, 

''  Whitworth's  case,  L.  E.,  19  Ch.    D.  118,   per  Ct.  of  App.;  51  L.  J.,  Ch. 
71,  S.  C. 

'  Ee  The  Gold  Co.,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  650,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  L.  E.,  12  Ch.  D. 
82,  S.  C. 

*  Id.,  per  Ct.  of  App.  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  650;  L.  E.,  12  Ch.  D.  77,  S.  C. 

5  In  re  Cambrian  Mining  Co.,   51   L.  J.,  Ch.  221;   L.  E.,  20  Ch.  D.  376, 
S.  C. 

^  Pugh  &  Sharman's  case,  13  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  566,  per  Malins,  "V.-C. 

'  31  &  32  v.,  0.  125,  ?  31,  continued  till  31st  Dee.  1884,  by  46  &  47  V., 
c.  51,  ?  70,  sch.  3;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  |  94,  subs.  1. 

'  The  form   may   be  as   follows: — "Court   for  the  Trial  of  an   Election 

Petition  [or  of  a  Municipal  Election  Petition]  for  [KWe]  the  day  of 

.     To  A.  B.  [descrihe  the  person}  You  are  hereby  required  to  attend 

before  the  above  Court  at  [place'],  on  the  day  of  ,  at  the 

hour  of  [or,  forthwitli],  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  the  matter  of  the  said 
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the  attendance  of  any  person  as  a  witness,  who  appears  to  him  to 
have  been  concerned  in  the  election  to  which  the  petition  refers.' 
Disobedience  of  such  order  is,  of  course,  a  contempt  of  court;  and 
the  judge  may  examine  any  witness  so  compelled  to  attend,  or,  in- 
vdeed,  any  person  in  court,  though  he  be  not  called  and  examined 
by  any  party  to  the  petition.^  After  the  examination  by  the  judge, 
however  the  witness  may  be  cross-examined  by  either  the  petitioner, 
or  the  respondent,  or  both.^ 


§  1184.  "Witnesses  required  to  give  evidence  on  oath  before  the  ?  1158 
House  of  Lords  are  served  with  an  order  of  the  House,  signed  by 
the  assistant  clerk  of  the  Parliaments,  which  directs  them  to  attend 
at  the  bar  on  a  certain  day  to  be  sworn  and  examined.*  When  a  wit- 
ness is  required  to  testify  before  a  Lords'  Gommitte,  he  is  ordered 
to  attend,  not  at  the  bar  of  the  House,  but  before  the  particular 
committee.  Any  committee  may  administer  an  oath  to  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  it;  ^  and  the  committees  on  Private  Bills, 
in  the  event  of  the  House  making  no  special  order,  take  evidence 
on.oath.^  The  Select  Committees,  however,  now  examine  witnesses 
unsworn,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  House.'  The  service  of 
the  order  must,  generally,  be  personal,  but  if  the  witness  be  pur- 
posely keeping  out  of  the  way,  it  is  usual  to  direct  that  a  service  at 
his  house  shall  be  deemed  sufficient.^  If  he  disobey  this  summons, 
the  House  will  order  him  to  be  taken  into  custody,  either  forthwith,' 
or  after  the  expiration  of  a  certain  time; "  and  if  the  black  rod 
cannot  succeed  in  taking  him,  the  House  will  address  the  Crown  to 
issue  a  proclamation,  offering  a  reward  for  his  apprehension."  When 
the  evidence  of  peers,  peeresses,  or  Lords  of  Parliament  is  required, 


petition,  and  to  attend  the  said  court  until  your  examination  shall  have  been 
completed.  As  witness  my  hand,  M.  N.,  Judge  of  the  said  Court  [or  A.  B., 
the  Barrister  to  whom  the  trial  of  the  said  petition  is  assigned]."  Reg.  Gen. 
M.  T.,  1868,  r.41;  37  L.  J.,  C.  P.  5;  4  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  781,  S.  C;  Eeg. 
Gen.  M.  T.,  1872,  r,  41;  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  677. 

'  31  &  32  Y.,  c.  125,  I  32;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  §  94,  subs.  2  &  3. 

^  Id. 
^  31  &  32  v.,  c.  125,  ?  32;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  I  94,  subs.  4. 

*  66  Lord's  J.  400;  May,  L.  of  Pari.  397,  et  seq. 

*  21  &  22  v.,  c.  78,  §  2.  «  Min.  of  H.  of  L.  4  June,  1857.  '  Id. 
8  66  Lord's  J.  295.            »  Id.  400.                   i"  Id.  358.                  »  Id.  441. 
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the  Lord  Chanceller  is  ordered  to  write  letters  to  them,  desiring 
their  attendance  to  be  examined  as  witneses;'  and  such  persons 
are  sworn  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  at  the  table,^  while  all  other  wit- 
nesses, if  required  to  be  examined  on  oath,  are  sworn  at  the  bar  by 
the  officer  of  the  House.'  If  the  witness  be  a  member,  or  an 
officer,  of  the  House  of  Commons,  a  message  is  sent  to  that  House 
requesting  his  attendance ;  *  upon  which  the  Lower  House  returns 
answer,  by  its  messenger,  that  it  gives  him  leave  to  attend,  adding, 
in  case  he  be  a  member,  "  if  he  think  fit."^  If  the  witness,  on 
attending,  refuse  to  be  sworn,  or  prevaricate,  or  otherwise  misbehave, 
he  will  be  punished  by  the  House  as  for  contempt;  and  if  he  give 
false  evidence  after  being  sworn,  he  may  be  indicted  for  perjury." 

§  1285.  In  the  Hcmse  of  Commons  the  course  is  very  similar,  §  1159 
witnesses  being  summoned  to  attend  by  an.  order  of  the  House 
signed  by  the  clerk,  which  is  either  personally  served  upon  them, 
or,  if  they  live  at  a  distance,  is  forwarded  to  them  by  post,  or  some- 
times by  a  special  messenger.  If,  after  service,  the  witness  neglect 
to  attend,  or  if  he  abscond,  the  Speaker,  by  order  of  the  House, 
will  issue  his  warrant,  directing  the  serjeant-at-arms  to  apprehend 
the  witness,  and  to  bring  him  to  the  bar;  whereupon  he  will  gene- 
rally be  committed  to  Newgate;  as  will  also  all  persons  who  aid 
him  in  his  endeavours  to  keep  out  of  the  way.'  If  the  attendance  of 
a  Lord  of  Parliament  or  of  an  officer  of  the  Upper  House  be  desired 
the  Commons  adopt  the  same  form  of  proceeding  as  that  adopted 
by  the  Lords,  when  they  require  the  attendance  of  a  member  of  the 
Lower  House;'  but  whether  this  form  be  necessary,  if  the  witness 
be  simply  a  peer  or  peeress,  is  a  matter  upon  which  the  two  branches  ■ 
of  the  Legislature  appear  to  be  at  issue.'  If  the  testimony  of  a 
member  be  desired  by  the  House,-  or  by  a  committee  of  the  whole 
House,  he  is  ordered  to  attend  in  his  place;  but  if  he  be  required 
to  give  evidence  before  a  select  committee,  such  committee  should 


'  75  Lords'  J.  144.  "  Id.  201.  »  May,  L.  of  Pari.  404. 

'  75  Lords'  J.  157.  ^  Id.  164.  »  May,  L.  of  Pari.  405,  406. 

'  May,  L.  of  Pari.  398;  Gossett  v.  Howard,  10  Q.  B.  359,  411,  451. 
8  May,  L.  of  Pari.  401,  402;  83  Com.  J.  278;  91  id.  75;  82  id.  465. 
»  May,  L.  of  Pari.  402;  4  Lords'  J.  812. 
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request  his  attendance,  and  if  he  refuse  to  appear,  should  acquaint 
the  House  therewith,  who  will  then  order  him  to  attend,  and,  if 
necessary,  will  even  commit  him  to  the  Custody  of  the  serjeant-at- 
arms,  that  he  may  be  forthcoming  at  the  proper  time.'  If  a  person 
in  custody  is  required  to  give  evidence,  the  Speaker  usually  issues 
his  warrant,  which  is  personally  served  on  the  gaoler  by  a  messenger- 
of  the  House,  and  by  which  he  is  directed  to  bring  the  witness  in 
his  custody  to  be  examined.^  Some  doubts,  however,  have  been 
entertained  as  to  the  legality  of  this  course,  and  on  one  or  twp 
occasions,  writs  of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum  have,  in  order 
to  protect  the  gaoler,  been  applied  for  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.' 


§  1286.  If  the  witness  is  to  be  examined  before  a  Select  Com-  2  1160 
mittee,  the  chairman,  by  direction  of  the  committee,  in  general 
signs  an  order  for  his  attendance;  and  if  this  order  be  disobeyed, 
his  conduct  is  reported  to  the  House,  which  immediately  issues  the 
usual  order,  to  be  enforced  as  in  other  cases.  The  attendance  of  a 
witness  before  a  committee  on  a  private  bill  can  only  be  enforced  by 
an  order  of  the  House.* 


§  1287.  Under  "The  Parliamentary  Witnesses  Oaths  Act,  I  llHl 
1871,"^  the  House  of  Commons  is  now  empowered  to  administer 
an  oath  to  the  witnesses  examined  at  the  bar  of  the  House,  and 
any  committee  of  the  House  may  administer  an  oath  to  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  such  committee.  Any  oath  under  the  Act 
may  be  administered  by  the  Speaker,*  or,  in  the  case  of  a  witness 
before  the  House  or  a  committee  of  the  whole  House,  by  the  clerk 
at  the  table;' and  any  witness  before  a  select  committee  maybe 
sworn  by  the  chairman,  or  by  the  clerk  attending  such  committee.' 


1  May,  L.  of  Pari.  400. 

'  Id.  398;  90  Com.  J.  533.     The  order  of  the  House  of  Lords  has  been  used 
for  the  same  purpose,  May,  L.  of  Pari.  397. 

'  See  ante,  §  1275;  In  re  Price,  4  East,  587;  In  re  Pilgrim,  3  A.  &  E.  485. 
*  May,  L.  of  Pari.  399;  98  Com.  J.  153,  174,  279,  288. 
5  34  &  35  v.,  c.  83,  §  1-  «  Id. 

'  Stand.  Ord.  passed  20  Feb.,  1872.  '  Id. 
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§  1288.  The  Act  of  3  &  4  "W.  4,  c.  41,  determines  the  mode  by  J  nes 
which  witnesses  are  forced  to  attend  before  the  Judicial  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council,  and  enacts,  in  §  19,  that  the  President  of 
the  Council  may  require  the  attendance  of  any  witnesses,  and  the 
production  of  any  deeds,  evidences,  or  writings,  by  writ  to  be  issued 
•by  him  in  the  same  form,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  as  that  in  which  a 
writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum,  or  of  supbcena  duces  tecum,  is 
now  issued  by  the  High  Court;  and  that  every  person  disobeying 
such  writ,  so  to  be  issued  by  the  President,  shall  be  considered  as 
in  contempt  of  the  Judicial  Committee,  and  shall  also  be  liable  to 
the  same  penalties  and  consequences  as  if  such  writ  had  issued  out 
of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court;  and  maybe  sued 
for  such  penalties  in  that  court.' 

§  1289.  In  the  Probate  Divisions  of  the  High  Courts,  whether  J  1163a 
for  England  or  Ireland,  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  pro- 
duction of  documents  are  now  enforced  by  the  ordinary  writs  of 
subpoena  ad  testificandum  and  subpoena  duces  tecum,  which  are 
issued  by  the  High  Court;  ^  and  "  every  person  disobeying  any  such 
writ  shall  be  considered  as  in  contempt  of  the  court,  and  also  be 
liable  to  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  lOOZ."* 

§  1290.   The  Divorce  Division  of  the  High  Court  in  England*  ?  1163b 
"  may,  under  its  seal,  issue  writs  of  subpoena  or  subpoena  duces 
tecum,  commanding  the  attendance  of  witnesses  at  such  time  and 
place  as  shall  be  therein  expressed;  and  such  writs  may  be  served 
in  any  part  of  Great  Britain  or  Ireland ;  and  every  person  served 

•  Similar  powers  are  conferred  on  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chanc.  in  Ireland, 
by  ?  104  of  "The  Court  of  Admiralty,  Ireland,  Act,  1867,"  30  &  31  V.,  c.  114, 
Jr.     See,  also,  ?  105  of  the  same  Act. 

^  See  ante,  ?  1265. 

^  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77,  §  24;  20  &  21  v.,  c.  79,  ?  29,  Ir.  See  Shepheard  v.  Bee- 
tham,  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  384.  Also,  21  &  22  V.,  c.  95,  §  23,  which  empowers 
the  Registrars  of  the  Principal  Registry  of  the  Court  of  Probate  in  England, 
whether  any  suit  or  proceeding  be  pending  in  the  court  or  not,  to  issue  sub- 
poenas, requiring  any  persons  to  produce  testamentary  papers. 

'  "The  Matrimonial  Division"  of  the  High  Court  in  Ireland  would  seem 
to  have  the  same  powers  as  the  Chancery  Division  "for  enforcing  the  attend- 
ance of  persons  required  by  it,"  34  &  35  V.,  c.  49,  §  6,  Ir.;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  57, 
2  34,  Ir. 
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with  such  writ  shall  be  bound  to  attend,  and  to  be  sworn  and  give 
evidence  in  obedience  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been 
a  writ  of  subpoena,  or  subpoena  duces  tecum,  issued  from  any  of  the 
said  Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law  and  served  in  Great  Britain  or 
Ireland." ' 


§  1291.  The  attendance  of  witnesses  before  the  Ecclesiastical  j  ii64 
Courts  in  England  is  required  by  a  compulsory,  which  is  an  instru- 
ment somewhat  in  the  nature  of  a  subpoena.^  If  the  witness  on 
the  return  of  this  process  does  not  appear,  the  court  may  pronounce 
him  contumacious;*  and  on  certifying  the  same  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  within  ten  days,  a  writ  de  contumace  capiendo  will 
issue,  unless  the  party  be  a  Peer  or  Lord  of  Parliament,  or  a  mem- 
ber of  the  House  of  Commons,  whereupen  he  will  be  arrested  and 
detained  in  custody,  until  he  either  submit  to  the  court,  or  be 
absolved  or  discharged  by  order  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Judge.*  His 
expenses,  however,  must  be  tendered  or  paid  by  the  party  calling 
him,  as  in  civil  proceedings  before  the  common-law  courts.^  The 
Act  for  better  enforcing  Church  Discipline,^  which  authorises 
bishops  to  issue  commissions  of  inquiry  into  the  grounds  of  any 
charge  or  report  against  clerks  in  holy  orders,  and  which  empowers 
bishops  to  take  ulterior  proceedings  against  such  clerks,  reserving 
to  the  latter  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  provincial  Court  of  Appeal, 
provides,  in  §  17,  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful,  in  any  such  inquiry,  for 
any  three  or  more  of  the  commissioners,  and  in  any  such  pro- 
ceeding, for  the  bishop,  or  for  any  assessor  of  the  bishop,  or  for 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  province,  to  require  the 


'  20  &  21  v.,  c.  85,  J  49.  The  subpoena  is  written  or  printed  on  parch- 
ment, and  may  include  the  names  of  any  number  of  witnesses.  See  Rules  of 
1865  for  Ct.  of  Divorce  &  Mat.  Causes,  r.  109,  and  Forms  16  and  18;  and 
Rule  180  for  same  Court,  made  30th  Jan.  1869.  See  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D. 
757,  765,  766,  767,  and  768. 

'  3  Burn,  Ec.  Law,  310.  See  Reg.  Gen.  of  1877,  for  Consist.  Ct.  of  Lond., 
Ord.  ix.,  r.  4,  and  Forms  cited  L.  R.,  2  P.  D.  379,  382. 

'  "Wyllie  V.  Mott,  1  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  34.  See  same  Reg.  Gen.,  Ord.  xi.,  r.  1, 
cited  L.  R.,  2  P.  D.  380. 

•  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  93,  ?  1. 

'  Ayliffe,  Par.  536;  1  Ought.  121;  3  Bum,  Ec.  Law,  309. 

«  3  &  4  v.,  c.  86. 
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attendance  of  such  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  such  deeds, 
evidences,    or  writings,  as  may    be  necessary ;    and    such    bishop, ' 
judge,    assessor,    and    commissioners   respectively,  shall  have  the 
same  powers  for  these  purposes  as  now  belong  to  the  Consistorial 
Court  and  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  respectively." 


§  1292,  The  Public  Worship  Eegulation  Act,  1874,'  adopts  a 
different  practice  from  that  which  prevails  in  the  ordinary  Eccle- 
siastical Courts;  for, — after  enacting  in  §  9.  that  in  all  proceedings 
before  the  Judge  appointed  under  the  Act,  the  evidence  shall  be 
given  viva  voce,  in  open  court,  and  upon  oath, — it  goes  on  to  pro- 
vide, that  "the  judge  shall  have  the  power  of  a  court  of  record, 
and  may  require  and  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the 
production  of  evidences,  books,  or  writings,  in  the  like  manner  as 
a  judge  of  the  High  Court."  ^ 

§  1293.  The  attendance  of  witnesses  befpre  the  Admiralty  g  1165 
Division  of  the  High  Court  is  now  enforced  in  the  same  manner  as 
in  the  other  Divisions.^  But  the  Act  of  24  &  25  V.,  c.  10,  further 
enacts,  in  §  21,  that  "  the  service  in  any  part  of  Great  Britain  or 
Ireland  of  any  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum,  or  subpoena  duces 
tecum,  issued  under  seal  of  the  Admiralty  Division,  shall  be  as 
effectual  as  if  the  same  had  been  served  in  England  or  Wales."  * 

§  1294.  The  Army  Act,  1881,  enacts,  that  "every  person  re- 
quired to  give  evidence  before  a  court-martial  may  be  summoned  or 
ordered  to  attend  in  the  prescribed  manner."  ^  The  form  of  the 
summons  as  prescribed,  with  respect  to  all  civil  witnesses,  is  given 
in  Appendix  II.  of  the  Rules  of  Procedure,  and  is  in  the  nature  of 
an  order  under  the  hand  of  the  convening  officer,  the  president  of 


1  37  &  38  v.,  c.  85. 

^  See  Rules  and  Orders,  made  under  the  Act,  on  22nd  Feb.  1879,  and  reported 
in  L.  E.,  4  P.  D.  250,  261,  283;  and  in  49  L.  J.,  Ord.  &  Eules,  pp.  7,  22. 

'  See  ante,  ??  1239  &  1265.     See,  also,  3  &  4  V.,  c.  65,  ?  9;  and  In  re  The 
Glory,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  262. 

*  See  similar  enactments  in  "  The  Court  of  Admiralty,  Ireland,  Act,  1867," 
30  &  31  v.,  e.  114,  §S  52,  69,  Ir. 

M4&45V.,  c.  58,  ?  125. 
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the  court,  the  judge-advocate,  or  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
prisoner.'  The  Act  further  provides  with  respect  to  all  witnesses 
who  are  "subject  to  military  law,"  that  if  any  such  witness  makes 
default  in  attending,  or  refuses  to  take  an  oath  or  make  a  solemn 
declaration,  or  refuses  to  produce  any  document  in  his  control 
legally  required  to  be  produced,  or  refuses  to  answer  any  question 
to  which  an  answer  may  legally  be  required,  or  is  guilty  of  con- 
tempt, he  shall  on  conviction  by  a  court  martial  other  than  the 
court  to  which  he  has  been  summoned,  be  liable,  if  an  officer,  to  be 
cashiered,  and  if  a  soldier  to  be  imprisoned,  or  in  either  ease  to 
suffer  such  less  punishment  as  is  mentioned  in  §  44  of  the  Act.'^ 
When  a  witness  who  is  not  subject  to  military  law  commits  any  of 
the  above  offences,  the  president  of  the  court-martial,  in  the  event 
of  the  witness  having  been  paid  or  tendered  the  reasonable  expenses 
■4)f  his  attendance,'  may  certify  the  offence  "  to  any  court  of  law  in 
the  jfert  of  her  Majesty's  dotninions  where  it  is  committed,  which 
has  power  to  punish  witnesses  if  guilty  of  like  offences  in  that 
court;  "  and  thereupon  such  last  court  shall  investigate  the  matter, 
and  if  it  seem  just,  punish  the  offender  as  if  he  had  committed  the 
offence  before  itself.* 


§  1295.  The  attendance  of  witnesses  before  Naval  Courts-  §  ii66a 
Martial  is  enforced  by  the  Naval  Discipline  Act,  1866,  which 
substantially  enacts,  that  every  person,  civil,  naval,  or  military,  who 
may  be  required  to  give  evidence,  shall  be  summoned  either  by  the 
Judge- Advocate,  or  by  his  deputy,  or  by  the  person  duly  appointed 
by  the  President  of  the  court-martial  to  officiate  as  judge- advocate 
at  the  trial ;  °  and  all  witnesses  so  summoned  who  do  not  attend, 
or  refuse  to  be  sworn  or  to  affirm,  or  refuse  to  give  evidence,  or  to 
answer  all  such  questions  as  the  court  may  legally  demand  of  them, 
or  prevaricate,  may  be  attached  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of 


'  Rule  77,  B.  The  mode  of  serving  the  summons  is  not  prescribed,  but 
the  practice  is  to  employ  the  police  for  that  purpose,  and  to  serve  personally. 

M4  &  45  V;,  c.  58,  ?  28. 

'  The  Allowance  Regulations,  1881,  in  Par.  564 — 573,  give  the  Rules  as 
to  the  expenses. 

*  44  &  45  T.,  c.  58,  ?  126,  subs.  1  &  3.  ^  29&  30  V.,  c.  109,  ??  61,  66. 
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the  High  Court  in  London  or  Dublin,  or  in  the  Court  of  Sessions  in 
Scotland,  or  other  court  of  law  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  dominions, 
in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  disobeyed  the  process  of  such 
courts.'  If  the  witness  belong  to  her  Majesty's  navy,  the  court- 
martial,  in  the  event  of  his  non-attendance  to  give  evidence  on 
oath  or  aflSrmation,  or  of  his  prevarication,  possesses  also  an  alter- 
native power  of  punishing  him  by  any  imprisonment  not  longer 
than  three  months;  and  the  court-martial  may  also  imprison  him 
for  any  period  not  exceeding  one  month,  if  he  be  guilty  of  contempt." 
The  statute  further  provides,  that  "  every  person  not  subject  to 
this  Act,  who  may  be  so  summoned  to  attend,  shall  be  allowed  and 
paid  his  reasonable  expenses  for  such  attendance,  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  admiralty,  or  of  the  president  of  the  court-martial  on 
a  foreign  station." ' 


§  1296.  The  Act  of  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  106,  provides  for  the  attend-  §  nm 
ance  of  witnesses  before  the  Court  of  the  Vice-Warden  of  the 
Stannaries,  and  enacts,  in  §  -9,  that  the  service  of  every  writ  of 
subpoena  to  attend  and  give  evidence  hereafter  to  be  issued  out 
of  either  side  of  the  Court  of  the  Vice- Warden,  and  served  upon 
any  person  in  any  part  of  England  or  Wales,  shall  be  as  valid 
and  effectual  in  law,  and  shall  entitle  the  party  suing  out  the  same 
to  all  and  the  like  remedies  by  action  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  same 
had  been  served  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  the  Vice- 
Warden;  and  that,  in  case  the  person  so  served  shall  not  appear 
according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  the  Court  of  the  Vice- 
Warden,  upon  oath  or  affirmation  to  be  taken  in  open  court, 
or  affidavit   of   the  personal  service  of    such  writ,  may  transmit.  ' 

a  certificate  of  such  default  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  to 
the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court;  and  the  last- 
mentioned  court  shall  proceed  against,  and  punish  by  attachment  or 
otherwise,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  that  court,  the 
person  so  having  made  default,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  the 
same  court  might  have  done,  if  such  person  had  neglected  or  refused 
to  appear  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of  subpoena  issued  to  compel  the 


1  29  &  30  v.,  c.  109,  ?  66.  '  Id.  '  Id. 
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attendance  of  witnesses  out  of  such  last  mentioned  court.  §  10 
provides,  that  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  shall  not,  in  any  such 
case  as  aforesaid,  proceed  against  or  punish  any  person,  nor  shall 
any  such  person  be  liable  to  any  action  for  having  made  default  by 
not  appearing  to  give  evidence  in  obedience  to  any  such  writ  of 
subpoena,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  such  Court  that  a  reasonable  and 
sufficient  sum  of  money,  to  defray  the  expenses  of  coming  and 
attending  to  give  evidence,  and  of  returning  therefrom,  had  been 
tendered  to  him,  at  the  time  when  the  writ  of  subpoena  was  served 
upon  him. 


§  1297.  The  Act  of  13  &  14  V.,  c.  43,  contains  very  similar  |  ii68 
provisions  to  those  just  cited,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 
witnesses,  who  live  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  to  attend  either  before 
the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  or 
before  the  registrar  of  that  court  as  well  in  his  capacity  of  examiner 
as  in  that  of  master,  or  before  any  commissioners  appointed  by  that 
.  court  for  the  examination  of  witnesses.'  Somewhat  similar  enact- 
ments are  also  contained  in  "  The  High  Peak  Mining  Customs  and 
Mineral  Courts  Act,  1851,"  ^  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  wit-  '  ' 
nesses  to  attend  before  the  Barmote  Courts  in  Derbyshire. 

§  1298.  The  Land  Judges  of  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  1 11684 
Court  in  Ireland,  may,  by  summons  under  their  seal,'  require  the 
attendance  before  any  judge  or  officer  of  the  court,  at  a  time  and 
place  to  be  mentioned  in  such  summons,  of  any  witness,  and  may 
also  require  him  to  produce  documents;  and  every  such  judge  has 
the  same  power  of  enforcing  attendance  and  of  punishing  disobedi- 
ence, as  is  vested  by  law  in  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  Irish  High 
Court.*  The  same  judges  are  also  empowered,  like  the  Chancery 
Division,  to  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  commis- 
sioners or  other  persons  appointed  by  them  to  receive  evidence.' 

§  1298a.  The  Irish  Land  Commission  have  all  the  powers  vested 


1  See  U  17  &  18.  M4  &  15  V.,  c.  94,  |§  31,  40. 

'  See  40  &  41  V.,  c.  57,  §§  7,  38,  Ir. 

*  21  &  22  v.,  c.  72,  ?  33,  Ir.  ^  Id.  ?  35,  Ir. 
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in  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  in  Ireland 
for  enforcing  the  attendance  of  witnesses  after  a  tender  of  their 
expenses,  the  examination  of  witnesses  orally  or  by  affidavit,  the 
production  of  documents,  the  issuing  commissions  for  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses,  and  the  punishing  of  persons  refusing  to  give 
evidence  or  to  produce  documents,  or  otherwise  guilty  of  con- 
tempt in  open  Court.' 


§  1299.  The  attendance  of  witnesses  before  coroners  is  provided  ?  1169 
for  by  statute  7  &  8  V.,  e.  92,  §  17,  which  enacts,  that  "if  any 
person,  having  been  duly  summoned  as  a  juror  or  witness  to  give 
evidence  upon  any  coroner's  inquest,  as  well  of  liberties  and 
franchises  contributing  to  the  county  rates,  as  of  counties,  cities, 
and  boroughs,  shall  not,  after  being  openly  called  three  times, 
appear  and  serve  as  such  juror,  or  appear  and  give  evidence  on 
such  inquest,"  the  coroner  may  impose  on  him  a  fine  not  exceeding 
forty  shillings ;  and  the  Act  then  provides,  "that  nothing  therein 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  affect  any  power  now  by  law  vested 
in  the  coroner,  for  compelling  any  person  to  appear  and  give 
evidence  before  him  on  any  inquest  or  other  proceeding,  or  for 
punishing  any  berson  for  contempt  of  court,  in  not  so  appearing 
and  giving  evidence,  or  otherwise."  This  proviso,  in  its  present 
general  form,  might  have  been  well  spared,  since  the  leaving  unde- 
fined power  in  the  hands  of  petty  officers  can  seldom  be  productive 
of  real  benefit  to  the  public,  and  may  often  furnish  an  odious  mode 
of  annoying  and  oppressing  particular  individuals.  Still,  some 
proviso  was  necessary,  in  order  to  leave  unaffected  the  Act  of 
6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  89,  which, — after  authorising  coroners,  in  the  first 
five  sections,  to  order  medical  witnesses  to  attend  inquests,  &c., 
and  enabling  such  witnesses  to  claim  a  certain  remuneration  for 
their  attendance,'' — enacts,  in  §   6,  that,  where  any  order  for  the 


>  44  &  45  v.,  c.  49,  §  48,  subs.  3,  Ir. 

'  The  fee  to  which,  in  Great  Britain,  a  legally  qualified  medical  practitioner 
is  entitled,  for  attending  to  give  evidence  at  an  inquest,  is  one  guinea,  and  for 
making  a  post-mortem  examination  of  the  deceased,  either  with  or  without  an 
analysis  of  the  contents  of  the  stomach  or  intestines,  and  for  attending  to  give 
evidence  thereon,  is  two  guineas.  See  §  3,  and  Sch.  to  the  Act.  These  sums 
must  now  he  paid  to  the  medical  man  by  the  coroner  immediately  after  the 
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attendance  of  any  medical  practitioner  has  been  personally  served 
upon  him,  or  where,  though  not  personally  served,  it  has  been 
received  by  him  in  sufficient  time  to  be  obeyed,  or  where  it  has 
been  served  at  his  residence  :• — in  all  these  cases,  the  medical  man 
shall,  in  case  of  disobedience, /or/e»f  the  sum  of  five  pounds,  upon 
complaint  made  by  the  coroner,  or  any  two  of  the  jury,  before  two 
justices  having  jurisdiction  in  the  place  where  the  inquest  was  held, 
or  in  the  parish  where  the  medical  practitioner  resides;  and  the 
justices  are  required,  upon  such  complaint,  to  adjudicate  thereon,  and 
if  the  medical  man  does  not  show  good  cause  for  not  having  obeyed 
the  order,  to  enforce  the  penalty  by  distress  and  sale  of  his  goods. 

§  1300.  The  mode  of  compelling  witnesses  to  attend  before  the  g  1170 
Courts  of  Bankruptcy  is"  now  regulated  in  part  by  the  Bankruptcy 
Kules  of  1883,  and  in  part  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  the  same 
year.'  The  former  provide,  by  E.  53,  that  "  a  subpoena  for  the 
attendance  of  a  witness  shall  be  issued  by  the  court  at  the  instance 
of  an  official  receiver,  a  trustee,  a  creditor,  a  debtor,  or  any  respond- 
ent in  any  matter,  with  or  without  a  clause  requiring  the  production 
of  books,  deeds,  papers,  and  writings  in  his  possession  or  control, 
and  in  such  subpoena  the  names  of  three  witnesses  may  be  in- 
serted." ^  E.  54  then  declares,  that  "  a  sealed  copy  of  the  subpoena 
shall  be  served  personally  on  the  witness  by  the  person  at  whose 
instance  the  same  is  issued,  or  by  his  solicitor,  or  by  an  officer  of 
the  court,  or  by  some  person  in  their  employ,  within  a  reasonable 
time  before  the  time  of  the  return  thereof;  "  while  E.  55  provides, 
that  "  service  of  the  subpoena  may,  where  required,  be  proved  by 
affidavit." 

§  1300a.  Under  E.  61,  "  The  Court  may,  in  any  matter,  at  any 
stage  of  the  proceedings,  order  the  attendance  of  any  person,  for 


termination  of  the  proceedings  at  any  inquest,  and  the  coroner  -will  be  repaid 
out  of  the  county  rates  or  borough  fund;  7  "W.  4  &  IV.,  c.  68,  §§  2,  3.  Seei 
as  to  the  Irish  regulations,  9  &10  V.,  c.  37,  U  22,  28,  32—35,  44,  Ir.;  and 
44  &  45  v.,  c.  35,  ?5,  Ir. 

1  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52. 

'  See  Forms  104,  105,  and  106,  the  two  former  applicable  in  the  London 
Bankruptcy  Court,  the  last  in  the  County  Courts.  In  not  one  of  the  forms 
is  any  penalty  specified.     See  ante.  §  1239. 
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the  purpose  of  producing  any  writings  or  other  documents  named 
in  the  order,  which  the  Court  may  think  fit  to  be  produced;"  and 
further,  by  E.  58,  it  may,  in  any  matter  where  it  shall  appear 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  make  an  order  for  the  exami- 
nation upon  oath  of  any  person,  either  before  the  Court,  or  any  of 
its  officers,  or  before  any  other  person  and  at  any  place.  If 
any  person  wilfully  disobeys  any  such  order  or  subpoena,  he  shall, 
under  E.  62,  "  be  deemed  guilty  of  contempt  of  court,  and  may  be 
dealt  with  accordingly."  The  refusal  of  a  witness  to  be  sworn,  or 
to  answer  any  lawful  question,  will  be  regarded  also  in  the  light  of 
a  grave  contempt.'  E.  63  further  provides,  that,  "any  witness, 
other  than  the  debtor,  required  to  attend  for  the  purpose  of  being 
examined  or  producing  any  document,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  like 
conduct  money,  and  payment  for  expenses  and  loss  of  time,  as  upon 
attendance  at  a  trial  in  court.^ 

§  1301.  In  addition  to  the  above  general  regulations,  the  Bank-  ?  1171 
ruptey  Act,  1888,^  contains  in  sect.  27,  a  special  enactment,  which 
has  been  framed  with  the  view  of  facilitating  the  discovery  of  the 
property  of  debtors.  It  is  in  these  words: — "  (1)  The  court  may, 
on  the  application  of  the  official  receiver  or  trustee,  at  any  time  after 
a  receiving  order  has  been  made  against  a  debtor,  summon*  before 
it  the  debtor,  or  his  wife,  or  any  person  known  or  suspected'  to 
have  in  his  possession  in  any  of  the  estate  or  effects  belonging  to  the 
debtor,  or  supposed  to  be  indebted  to  the  debtor,  or  any  person 
whom  the  court  may  deem  capable  of  giving  information  respecting 
the  debtor,  his  dealings,  or  property;  and  the  court  may  require 
any  such  person  to  produce  any  documents  in  his  custody  or  power 
relating  to  the  debtor,  his  dealings,  or  property.^      (2.)    If   any 

^  Ex  parte  Close,  re  Bennett  &  Glave,  L.  E.,  5  Ch.  U.  115,  per  Ct.  of 
App.;  46  L.  J.,  Bk.  ei,  S.  C. 

^  See  Scale  of  Allowances,  printed  in  Appendix. 

s  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52.  The  Act  of  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60,  Jr.,  contains  in  U  136, 
308,  somewhat  similar  provisions  respecting  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before 
The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  Ireland.  See  35  &  36  V.,  c.  58,  J  6,  Jr.  See, 
also,  ante,  ?  1277. 

*  See  Banktcy.  Rules  of  1883,  F.  107. 

^  See  Cooper  v.  Harding,  7  Q.  B.  928. 

«  See  Ex  p.  Tatton,  re  Thorp,  L.  E.,  17  Ch.  D.  512  ;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  792, 
S.  C,  nom.  Ee  Thorp,  ex  p.  Tatton. 
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person  so  summoned,  after  having  been  tendered  a  reasonable  sum,' 
refuses  to  come  before  the  court  at  iixe  time  appointed,  or  refuses 
to  produce  any  such  document,  having  no  lawful  impediment  made 
known  to  the  court  at  the  time  of  its  sitting,  and  allowed  by  it,  the 
court  may,  by  warrant,^  cause  him  to  be  apprehended  and  brought 
up  for  examination.  (3.)  The  court  may  examine  on  oath,  either 
by  word  of  mouth  or  by  written  interrogatories,  any  person  so 
brought  before  it  concerning  the  debtor,  his  dealings  or  property." 


§  1302.  The  enactment  just  cited  is  not  remarkable  for  precision  g  1172 
of  language;  but  most  of  its  obscurities  have  been  cleared  up 
either  by  Rule,  or  by  judicial  .decision.  And  first,  it  is  established 
by  Eule,'  that  the  application  for  a  summons  must  be  in  writing, 
and  must  state  shortly  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  made;  and  if  it 
be  not  made  by  the  trustee,  official  receiver,  or  Board  of  Trade,  it 
must  be  verified  by  affidavit.  Next,  though  the  Act  mentions  only 
the  official  receiver  and  trustee  as  the  persons  who  are  to  apply  for 
the  summons,  it  seems  clear  from  the  above  rule,  and  also  from 
several  legal  decisions,*  that  the  Court  has  power,  if  it  be  thought 
desirable,  to  act  at  the  instance  not  only  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  but 
of  any  creditor,  or  of  the  bankrupt  himself,  and  to  order  the  exami- 
nation of  any  person,  including  even  the  trustee.  Thirdly,  it 
appears, — though  the  Act  is  silent  on  the  subject, — that  the  Court 
has  a  discretion  to  direct,  that  the  summons  shall  be  served  by  any 
person  who  is  authorised  to  serve  a  subpoena;^  but  it  is  still  a 
matter  of  doubt  whether  the  summons  requires  personal  service 
like  the  subpoena,  or  whether,  in  the  event  of  the  witness  keeping 
out  of  the  way,  it  may  be  served  by  delivery  at  his  house.  It 
seems,  too,  that  the  Court  would  have  no  jurisdiction  to  order  any 


^*  The,  -witness  so  summoned  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  employing  a 
solicitor  or  counsel,  Ex  p.  Waddell,  in  re  Lutscher,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  D.  328,  per 
Ct.  of  App. ;  nor  to  a  copy  of  his  deposition,  unless  he  be  also  a  creditor, 
Ex  p.  Pratt,  re  Hayman,  L.  R.,  21  Ch.  D.  439. 

■'  See  Bkptcy.  Rules  of  1883,  F.  120. 

=  Bkptcy.  Rules  of  1883,  B.  70. 

*  Ex  p.  Crossley,  re  Taylor,  13  Law  Rep.  Eq.  409:  41  L.  J.,  Bk.  35,  S.  C; 
Ex  p.  Nicholson,  re  Willson,  L.  R.,  14  Ch.  D.  243.  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Ex  p. 
Austin,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  D.  13. 

5  Ex  p.  Bolland,  re  Holden,  19  Law  Rep.'  Eq'  131. 
18  LAW  OF  BVID. — v.  III.  (3975) 
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witness  brought  before  it  to  furnish  an  account  in  writing  of  his 
dealings  with  the  bankrupt;'  and  it  is  at  least  questionable  whether 
it  would  have  power  to  compel  any  person  present  to  give  evidence, 
unless  he  be  attending  by  reason  of  a  subpoena,  a  summons,  or  a 
warrant.^ 


§  1305.  The  mode  of  compelling  witnesses  to  attend  before  the   §  1177 
County  Courts,  is  regulated  in  .part,  by  the  Act  of  9  &  10  V.,  c.  95,  ' 

in  part,  by  the  Act  of  38  &,  39  V.,  c.  50,  and  in  part,  by  the 
County  Court  Rules,  1875.  The  last-named  Act  by  §  2,  enacts, 
that  "  either  of  the  parties  to  an  action  or  any  other  proceeding 
may  obtain  of  the  registrar  of  the  court  summonses  to  witnesses, 
with  or  without  a  clause  requiring  the  production  of  books,  deeds, 
papers,  and  writings  in  the  possession  or  control  of  the  person 
summoned  as  a  witness; '  and  such  summonses,  and  any  sum- 
monses which  are  now  or  may  be  required  to  be  served  personally, 
may  under  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  rules  of  court, 
be  served  by  a  bailiff  of  the  court  or  otherwise."  Then  comes 
Order  XIV.  of  the  County  Court  Rules,  1875,  which  provides  in  E. 
1,  that  "  summonses  to  witnesses  may  be  issued  without  leave  of 
"  the  court,  to  be  served  either  in  the  home  or  in  any  foreign  district,* 
and  may,  by  leave  of  the  judge  or  registrar,  be  issued  in  blank,  and 
served  by  the  party  applying  for  the  same  or  his  solicitor,  or  by 
some  person  in  the  permanent  and  exclusive  employment  of  the 
party  or  his  solicitor,^  but  only  one  name  shall  be  inserted  in  such 
summons."  R.  2  provides, — with  almost  ludicruous  caution, — that 
"  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  a  summons  to  a  witness  be  served  a  reason- 
able time  before  the  return  day;"  and  then,  The  County  Court  Act, 
1846,°  enacts,  by  §  86,  "that  every  person  on  whom  any  such 
summons  shall  have  been  served,  either  personally  or  in  such  other 
manner  as  shall  be  directed  by  the  general  rules  or  practice  of  the 


•  Ex  p.  Reynolds,  re  Reynolds,  52  L.  J.,  Ch.  D.  223. 

^  See  ante,  I  1242,  ad  fin. ;  also,  §  122  of  the  now  repealed  Act  of  12  &  13  V., 
c.  106. 

=  Cy.  Ct.  R.  1875.     Forms  20  &  21. 

'  This  provision  resolves  a  doubt  which  formerly  existed,  respecting  the 
legality  of  the  service  when  the  witness  lived  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

*  See  form  of  affidavit  of  service  of  summons,  F.  289,  C.  C.  R.  1876. 
«  9&10  v.,  c.  95. 
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courts,'  and  to  whom  at  the  same  time  payment  or  a  tender  of 
payment  of  his  expenses  shall  have  been  made,  on  such  scale  of 
allowance  as  shall  be  from  time  to  time  settled  by  the  general  rules 
of  practice  of  the  court,^  and  who  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  without 
sufficient  cause,  to  appear,  or  to  produce  any  books,  papers,  or 
writings  required  by  such  summons  to  be  produced;  and  also  every 
person  present  in  court  who  shall  be  required  to  give  evidence,  and 
who  shall  refuse  to  be  sworn  and  give  evidence,  shall  forfeit  and 
pay  such  fine,  not  exceeding  ten  pounds,  as  the  judge  shall  set  on 
him;  and  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  fine,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  judge,  after  deducting  the  costs,  shall  be  applicable  towards  in- 
demnifying the  party  injured  by  such  refusal  or  neglect,  and  the 
remainder  thereof  shall  form  part  of  the  general  fund  of  the  court 
in  which  the  fine  was  imposed." 

§  1306.  It  will  be  seen  that,  by  virtue  of  this  enactment,  any  re- 
fractory witness,  who  refuses  without  sufficient  cause  to  produce 
"  any  books,  papers,  or  writings  required  "  by  the  County  Court,  is 
liable  to  a  penalty  of  £10;  and  most  persons  would  imagine  that 
the  power  of  imposing  such  a  fine  would  be  sufficient  to  enforce 
obedience  to  the  summons.  The  framers,  however,  of  the  County 
Court  Rules  of  1875  think  otherwise,  for  in  Order  XIV.,  Eule  4, 
they  have  specially  provided,  that  "  where  a  witness  served  with  a 
summons  shall  not  at  the  trial  produce  the  documents  required, 
the  court  may,  upon  admission  or  proof  of  the  service  of  such 
summons  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  such  documents  are  in 
the  possession  or  power  or  under  the,  control  of  the  party  so  served, 
and  that  they  relate  to  the  matter  then  pending  before  the  court, 
make  an  order  for  their produotion  by  him,  and  the  court  may  deal 
with  them,  when  so  produced,  and  with  all  costs  occasioned  by 
their  non-production,  as  may  appear  just  :  Provided  that  nothing 
herein  shall  prevent  the  court  from  receiving  secondary  evidence. 


'  Under  th^  Cy.  Ct.  E.  1875,  Ord.  viii.  E.R.  9,  26,  the  service  may  be  either 
personal,  or  by  delivering  the  summons  "to  some  person  apparently  sixteen 
years  old,  at'  the  house,  or  place  of  dwelling,  or  place  of  business, ' '  of  the 
witness;  but  no  place  shall  be  deemed  his  place  of  business,  unless  he  be  the 
master  or  one  of  the  masters  of  it. 

^  See  post,  Appendix,  as  to  this  Scale. 

(3977) 


1108      REVISING  BAKEISTERS REFEBEES ARBITRATORS.       [PAHT  III. 

•where  admissible,  of  any  documents  the  production  of  which  has  been 
required  as  aboTe." 

§  1307.  By  the  Act  of  6  &  7  V.,  c.  18,  §§  35,  50,  and  51,  re-  \  1179 
vising  barristers  are  empowered  to  require,  by  summonses  under 
their  hands,  the  attendance  of  assessors,  overseers,  and  relieving 
and  other  parish  officers,  who,  in  the  event  of  their  disobedience, 
are  liable,  upon  proof  of  the  service  of  the  summons,  to  be  fined  by 
the  barrister  any  sum  not  exceeding  five  pounds,  nor  less  than 
twenty  shillings.'  A  similar  fine  may  also  now  be  imposed  by  a 
revising  barrister  upon  any  person,  who,  having  been  summoned 
under  the  barrister's  hand,  to  attend  at  the  couit  and  give  evidence 
or  produce  documents  for  the  purpose  of  the  revision,  and  having 
had  tendered  to  him  his  reasonable  expenses, — either  fails  to  attend, 
or  fails  to  answer  any  legal  question  or  to  produce  any  document 
that  can  be  legally  required  of  him.^ 

§  1308.  When  any  cause  or  matter,  or  any  question  in  any  |  iiso 
cause  or  matter,  is  referred  to  to  a  referee,  whether  official  or  special,' 
the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  him  ''  may  be  enforced  by  sub- 
poena." *  But  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  ordinary  arbi- 
trators is  still  regulated  in  England  by  §§  39  and  40  of  3  &  4  W. 
4,  c.  42,  and  in  Ireland  by§§  63  and  64  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105;  which 
sections  respectively  enact,  that,  where  any  reference  shall  have 
been  made  by  any  rule  of  court,  or  judge's  order,  or  order  of  Nisi 
Prius  in  any  action,  or  by  any  submission  to  reference  containing 
an  agreement  that  it  shall  be  made  a  rule  of  court,  the  court  by 
which  such  rule  or  order  shall  be  made,  or  which  shall  be  men- 
tioned in  such  agreement,  or  any  judge  may,  by  rule  or  order, 
command  the  attendance  and  examination  of  any  person,  or  the 
production  of  any  documents,  mentioned  therein;  and  the  disobe- 
dience of  such  rule  or  order  shall  be  deemed  a  contempt  of  court,  if, 
in  addition  to  the  service  of  the  same,  an  appointment  of  the  time 
and  place  of  attendance,  signed  by  one  at  least  of  the  arbitrators  or 
by  the  umpire  before  whom   the  attendance  is  required,  shall  also 


1  See,  also,  the  Irish  Act  of  13  &  14  V.,  c.  69,  §?  56  and  57. 

Ml  &  42  v.,  c.  26,  ?  36.  '  Judicat.  Act,  1873,  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66,  ?  57. 

*  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVI.  R.  49. 
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be  served,  either  together  with  or  after  the  service  of  such  rule  or 
order  :  Provided  that  every  person  whose  attendance  is  required 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  like  conduct-money,  and  payment  of  ex- 
penses, and  for  loss  of  time,  as  upon  attendance  at  any  trial;  that 
the  application  made  to  the  court  or  judge  for  such  rule  or  order, 
shall  set  forth  the  county  where  the  witness  is  residing  at  the  time, 
or  satisfy  the  court  or  judge  that  he  cannot  be  found;  and  that  no 
person  shall  be  compelled  to  produce,  under  any  such  rule  or  order, 
any  writing  or  other  document  that  he  might  have  withheld  at  a 
trial,  or  to  attend  on  more  than  two  consecutive  days,  to  be  named 
in  the  order.  The  practice  of  the  Common  Law  Courts  on  this 
subject, — which,  it  may  be  noted  in  passing,  is  alike  applicable  to 
ordinary  arbitrations,  and  to  references  before  the  Master,' — has 
been  followed  in  the  Equity  Courts;  and  now,  whenever  a 
submission  to  arbitration  is  made  a  rule  of  the  Chancery  Division, 
an  order  for  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  the  arbitrator  can 
be  obtained  from  the  Chief  Clerk  as  of  course.''  So,  where  a 
matter  in  bankruptcy  is  referred  to  arbitration,  the  County  Court 
Judge  has  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order,  and  issue  a  subpoena  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness  before  the  arbitrator.' 

§  1309,  Under  "  The  Councils  of  Conciliation  Act,  1867,"  §  usi 
certain  disputes  between  masters  and  workmen  may  be  referred  to 
arbitration,  and  in  that  event,  the  chairman  of  the  Council  may 
summon  such  witnesses  as  are  required  to  give  evidence,  and  the 
arbitrators  may  examine  them  upon  oath.  Any  witness  disobeying 
such  summons,  is  liable  to  be  committed  to  prison  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace.*  So,  under  "  The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,"  the 
chief  or  other  registrar,  to  whom  any  dispute  is  referred,  may  ad- 
minister oaths  and  require  the  attendance  of  parties  and  witnesses, 
and  the  production  of  books  and  docunents;  and  any  person  re- 
fusing to  attend,  or  to  produce  any  documents,  or  to  give  evidence, 


'  O'Flanagan  v.  Geoghegan,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  637,  per  "Willes,  J. 

^  Re  Eicketts,  3  New  R.  56,  per  Romilly,  M.  E. ;  Clarbrough  v.  Toothill, 
L.  E.,  17  Ch.  D.  787,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  SOL.  J.  Ch.  743,  S.  C. 

3  Ex  p.  BoUand,  re  Ackary,  45  L.  J.,  Bky.  133;  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  D.  125,  S.  C. 

*  30  &  31  v.,  c.  105,  §  4.  This  Act  is  very  obscurely  worded,  and  the 
Forms  in  the  Sch.  are  repealed  hy  41  &  42  V.,  c.  79,  1st  Sch.  See,  also, 
5  G.  4,  c.  96,  U  2,  9,  and  Sch.;  and  35  &  36  V.,  c.  46,  ?  1,  subs.  9. 
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is  guilty  of  "  an  ofiPence  "  under  that  Act.'  So,  under  "  The  Land 
Transfer  Act,  1875,"  the  registrar,  or  any  of  his  officers,  "author- 
ised by  him  in  writing,"  may  administer  oaths,  and  "  by  summons 
under  the  seal  of  the  of&ce"  may  require  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses, and  the  production  of  documents;  and  if  any  person,  after 
the  delivery  to  him  of  such  summons,  and  the  payment  or  tender  of 
bis  reasonable  charges,  wilfully  neglects  or  refuses  to  attend,  or 
produce  documents,  or  give  evidence,  he  is  liable  to  a  penalty  not 
exceeding  £20,  to  be  recovered  on  summary  conviction.^ 

§  1310.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  former  part  of  this  work,'  that  ?  1182 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  of  13  G.  3,  c.  63,  1  W.  4,  c.  22, 
and  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105,  §  66,  the  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division  of  the  High  Court,  whether  in  England  or  in  Ireland,  are 
respectively  authorised  to  grant  writs  of  mandamus  or  commissions 
to  the  judges  of  India,  of  the  colonies,  and  of  other  places  under 
her  Majesty's  dominion,  empowering  them  to  examine  witnesses 
in  certain  cases;  and  §  2  of  the  second-named,  and  §  67  of  the 
last-named  Act,  respectively  provide,  that  whenever  any  such 
writ  or  commission  shall  issue,  "  the  judge  or  judges,  to  whom  the 
same  shall  be  directed,  shall  have  the  like  power  to  compel  and 
enforce  the  attendance  and  examination  of  witnesses,  as  the  court, 
whereof  they  are  judges,  does  or  may  possess  for  that  purpose  in 
causes  or  suits  depending  in  such  court."  ' 

§  1311.  It  has  farther  been  shown,*  that  each  of  the  judges  of 
the  High  Court,  may,  under  Order  XXXVII.,  Kules  5  and  7,  order 
witnesses  to  'be  examined,  or  to  produce  documents,  before  any 
officer  of  the  court,  or  other  person,  appointed,  and  at  any  place; 
and  under  R.  8,  the  wilful  disobedience  of  any  such  order  is  deemed 
a  contempt  of  court.  E.  9  provides,  that  any  person  whose  attend- 
ance shall  be  so  required  shall  be  entitled  to  the  like  conduct- 
money, and  payment  for  expenses,  and  loss  of  time,  as  upon  attend- 
ance at  a  trial:  and,  by  virtue  of  E.  7,  no  person  can  be  compelled  to 
produce  under  any  such  order  any  document,  that  he  would  not  be 
compellable  to  prodace  at  the  hearing  or  trial.     Under  E.  17  the 

'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  §  22,  subs.  (J).  *  38  &  39  V.,  c.  87,  ??  109,  110. 

»  Ante,  U  500—505.  «  Ante,  ?  506. 
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examiner  may,  and  if  need  be,  shall  make  a  special  report  to  the 
court  touching  such  examination,  and  the  conduct  or  absence  of 
any  witness  or  other  person  thereon;  and  the  court  or  judge  may 
direct  such  proceedings,  and  make  such  order  as,  upon  the  report, 
they  or  he  may  think  just." 


§  1312.  Although  the  Acts  and  Rules  referred  to  in  the  last  two  ^  1183 
sections  thus  contain  provisions  for  enforcing  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses, either  before  the  colonial  judges,  when  acting  as  commis- 
sioners, or  before  examiners,  when  acting  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  appointing  them,  no  means  are  afforded  for  compelling 
witnesses  to  attend  and  be  examined  under  any  commission,  which, 
issuing  from  a  court  in  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  is  to  be 
executed  in  another  part  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  such  court.  '  An 
Act,  however,  was  passed  in  the  year  1843  to  remedy  this  defect;' 
which; — after  reciting  that  "  there  are  at  present  no  means  of  com- 
pelling the  attendance  of  persons  to  be  examined  under  any  com- 
mission for  the  examination  of  witnesses  issued  by  the  Courts  of 
Law  or  Equity  in  England  or  Ireland,  or  by  the  Courts  of  Law  in 
Scotland,  to  be  executed  in  a  part  of  the  realm  subject  to  different 
laws  from  that  in  which  such  commissions  are  issued,  and  great 
inconvenience  may  arise  by  reason  thereof," — enacts  in  §  5,  that 
"  if  any  person,  after  being  served  with  a  written  notice  to  attend 
any  commissioner  or  commissioners  appointed  to  execute  any  such 
commission  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  as  aforesaid  (such 
notice  being  signed  by  the  commissioner  or  commissioners,  and 
specifying  the  time  and  place  of  attendance),  shall  refuse  or  fail  to 
appear  and  be  examined  under  such  commission,  such  refusal  or 
failure  to  appear  shall  be  certified  by  such  commissioner  or  com- 
missioners; and  it  shall  thereupon  be  competent,  to  or  on  behalf 
of  any  party  suing  out  such  commission,  to  apply  to  any  of  the 
superior  courts  of  law^  in  that  part  of  the  kingdom  within  which 
such  commission  is  to  be  executed,  or  any  one  of  the  judges  of  such 
courts,  for  a  rule  or  order  to  compel  the  •  person  or  persons  so 
refusing  or  failing  as  aforesaid,  to  appear  before  such  commissioner 


1  6  &  7  v.,  c.  82. 

'  Quaere  as  to  the  power  of  the  Chancery  Division  to  act  under  this  statute. 
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or  commissioners,  and  to  be  examined  under  such  commission; 
and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  or  judge  to  whom  such  applica- 
tion shall  be  made,  by  rule  or  order  to  command  the  attendance 
and  examination  of  any  person  to  be  named,  or  the  production  of 
any  writings  or  documents  to  be  mentioned,  in  such  rule  or  order." 
§  6  further  enacts,  that  "upon  the  service  of  such  rule  or  order 
upon  the  person  named  therein,  if  he  or  she  shall  not  appear  before 
such  commissioner  or  commissioners  as  aforesaid  for  examination, 
or  to  produce  the  writings  or  documents  mentioned  in  such  rule  or 
order,  the  disobedience  to  such  rule  or  order  shall,  if  the  same 
shall  happen  in  England  or  in  Ireland,  render  the  person  disobey- 
ing subject  and  liable  to  such  pains  and  penalties  as  he  or  she 
would  be  subject  and  liable  to  by  reason  of  disobedience  to  a  writ 
of  subpoena  in  England  or  in  Ireland;  and  if  such  disobedience 
shall  happen  in  Scotland,  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  Liord  Ordinary 
on  the  bills,  upon  an  application  made  to  him,  by  or  on  behalf  of 
any  party  suing  out  such  commission,  and  upon  proof  of  such  dis- 
obedience made  before  him,  to  direct  the  issue  of  letters  of  second 
diligence,  according  to  the  forms  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  to  be  used 
against  the  person  disobeying  such  rule  or  order."  §  7  then  pro- 
vides, that  "  every  person,  whose  attendance  shall  be  so  required, 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  like  conduct-money  and  payment  of  ex- 
penses and  for  loss  of  time,  as  for  and  upon  attendance  at  any  trial 
in  a  court  of  law;  and  that  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  produce 
under  such  rule  or  order  any  writing  or  other  document,  that  he 
or  she  would  not  be  compellable  to  produce  at  a  trial,  nor  to  attend 
on  more  than  two  consecutive  days,  to  be  named  in  such  rule  or 
order." 


§  1313.  The  statute  just  mentioned,  though  valuable  as  far  as  it 
extends,  still  leaves  the  law  defective  in  two  particulars.  First,  it 
grants  no  relief,  where  a  witness  residing  in  her  Majesty's  dominions 
refuses  to  be  examined  before  a  commission,  which  has  issued  from 
a  foreign  court;  and  next,  it  is  inapplicable  to  cases  where  witnesses 
living  in  this  country  are  required  to  testify  in  some  action,  which 
is  pending  in  an  Indian  or  colonial  court,  or  where  witnesses 
resident  in  one  of  the  colonies  are  required  to  testify  in  a  suit, 
which  has  been  instituted  either  in  an  another  colony  or  in  this 
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country.  To  both  these  defects,  however,  at  least  a  partial  remedy- 
has,  since  1848,  been  applied.  The  Legislature  first  interposed  in 
1856,  and  passed  an  Act,'  the  object  of  which  was  to  afford  facili- 

*  19  &  20  v. ,  c.  113.  This  Act, — which  is  now  called  the  ' '  Foreign  Tribunals 
Evidence  Act,  1856"  (see  41  &  42  V.,  c.  67,  Sched.  1),— is  as  follows  :— 

?  1.  "Where,  upon  an  application  for  the  purpose,  it  is  made  to  appear  to 
any  court  or  judge  having  authority  under  this  Act,  that  any  court  or  tribunal 
of  competent  jurisdiction  .in  a  foreign  country,  before  which  any  civil  or  com- 
mercial matter  is  pending,  is  desirous  of  obtaining  the  testimony  in  relation  to 
such  matter  of  any  witness  or  witnesses  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  first- 
mentioned  court,  or  of  the  court  to  which  such  judge  belongs,  or  of  such 
judge,  it  shall  be  lawtul  for  such  court  or  judge  to  order  the  examination  upon 
oath,  upon  interrogatories  or  otherwise,  before  any  person  or  persons  named  in 
such  order,  of  such  witness  or  witnesses  accordingly  ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  court  or  judge,  by  the  same  order,  or  for  such  court  or  judge,  or 
any  other  judge  having  authority  under  this  Act,  by  any  subsequent  order,  to 
command  the  attendance  of  any  person  to  be  named  in  such  order,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  examined,  or  the  production  of  any  writings  or  other  docu- 
ments to  be  mentioned  in  such  order,  and  to  give  all  such  directions  as  to  the  ' 
time,  place,  and  manner  of  such  examination,  and  all  other  matters  connected 
therewith,  as  may  appear  reasonable  and  just  ;  and  any  such  order  may  be 
enforced  in  like  manner  as  an  order  made  by  such  court  or  judge  in  a  cause 
depending  in  such  court  or  before  such  judge.  * 

§  2.  "A  certificate  under  the  hand  of  the  ambassador,  minister,  or  other 
diplomatic  agent  of  any  foreign  power,  received  as  such  by  her  Majesty,  or  in 
case  there  be  no'such  diplomatic  agent,  then  of  the  consul-general  or  consul 
of  any  such  foreign  power  at  London,  received  and  admitted  as  such  by  her 
Majesty,  that  any  matter,in  relation  to  which  an  application  is  made  under 
this  Act,  is  a  civil  or  commercial  matter  pending  before  a  court  or  tribunal  in 
the  country  of  which  he  is  the  diplomatic  agent  or  consul,  having  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter  so  pending,  and  that  such  court  or  tribunal  is  desirous  of  obtain- 
ing the  testimony  of  the  witness  or  witnesses  to  whom  the  application  relates, 
shall  be  evidence  of  the  matter  so  certified  ;  but  where  no  such  certificate  is 
produced,  other  evidence  to  that  eflect  shall  be  admissible. 

?  3.  "It  shall  be  lawful  for  every  person  authorised  to  take  the  examination 
of  witnesses  by  any  order  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  to  take  all  such 
examinations  upon  the  oath  of  the  witnesses,  or  affirmation  in  cases  where 
affirmation  is  allowe_d  by  law  instead  of  oath,  to  be  administered  by  the 
person  so  authorised  ;"  and  if  upon  such  oath  or  affirmation  any  person  making 
the  same  wilfully  and  corruptly  give  any  false  evidence,  every  person  so 
offending  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  guilty  of  perjury. 

^  4.  "Provided,  always.  That  every  person,  whose  attendance  shall  be  so 
required,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  like  conduct-money,  and  payment  for  expenses 
and  loss  of  time,  as  upon  attendance  at  a  trial. 

J  5.  "Provided  also.  That  every  person,  examined  under  any  order  made 
under  this  Act  shall  have  the  like  right  to  refuse  to  answer  questions  tending 
to  criminate  himself,  and  other  questions,  which  a  witness  in  any  cause  pend- 
ing in  the  court  by  which,  or  by  a  judge  whereof,  or  before  the  judge  by 
whom,  the  order  for  examination  was  made  would  be  entitled  to  ;  and  that  no 
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ties  for  taking  evidence  in  her  Majesty's  dominions, — not  indeed  ia 
reference  to  all  proceedings,  criminal '  as  well  as  civil,  which  may 
be  pending  before  foreign  tribunals, — but  in  relation  exclusively  to 
civil  and  commercial  matters.  For  this  purpose  the  statute  author- 
ises the  judges  of  certain  superior  courts  in  England,  Ireland,  Scot- 
land, and  the  colonies,  on  application  being  made  to  them  on  behalf 
of  any  foreign  court,  "  before  which  any  civil  or  commercial  matter 
is  pending,"  to  order  any  witnesses  within  the  jurisdiction  of  their 
respective  courts  to  attend  before,  and  to  be  examined  by,  such 
persons  as  shall  be  named  in  the  order;  and  the  examiners  are 
empowered  to  administer  all  necessary  oaths.  The  Act  further 
provides,  that  the  witnesses,  as  at  an  ordinary  trial,  shall  be  entitled 
to  conduct-money,  and  shall  be  protected  from  answering  crimina- 
tory questions,  and  from  producing  documents  which  they  are 
privileged  to  withhold. 

§  1314  In  the  session  of  1859  a  second  Act  was  passed,^  which  §  1183b 

person  shall  be  compelled  to  produce,  under  any  such  order  as  aforesaid,  any 
writing  or  other  document  that  he  would  not  he  compellable  to  produce  at  a 
trial  of  such  it  cause. 

?  6.  "Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law"  in  London  "and 
in  Dublin  respectively,  the  Court  of  Sessions  in  Scotland,  and  any  supreme 
court  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  colonies  or  possessions  abroad,  and  any  judge  of 
any  such  court,  and  every  judge  in  any  such  colony  or  possession  who,  by  any 
order  of  her  Majesty  in  Council,  may  be  appointed  for  this  purpose,  shall 
respectively  be  courts  and  judges  having  authority  under  this  Act." 

'  As  to  criminal  proceedings,  see  post,  ?  1315. 

^  22  v.,  c.  20.  This  Act, — which  is  now  called  the  "Evidence  by  Commis- 
sion Act,  1859,"  (see  41  &  42  V.,  c.  67,  Sch.  I.),— is  as  follows  :— 

§  1.  "Where,  upon  an  application  for  this  purpose,  it  is  niade  to  appear  to 
any  court  or  judge  having  authority  under  this  Act,  that  any  court  or  tribunal 
of  competent  jurisdiction  in  her  Majesty's  dominions  has  duly  authorised,  by 
commission,  order,  or  other  process,  the  obtaining  the  testimony  in  or  in 
relation  to  any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding  pending  in  or  before  such  court  or 
tribunal  of  any  witness  or  witnesses  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  such  court  or 
tribunal,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  first-mentioned  court,  or  of  the 
court  to  which  such  judge  belongs,  or  of  such  judge,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
such  court  or  judge  to  order  the  examination  before  the  person  or  jiersons 
appointed,  and  in  manner  and  form  directed,  by  such  commission,  order,  or 
other  process  as  aforesaid,  of  such  witness  or  witnesses  accordingly  ;  and  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  court  or  judge  by  the  same  order,  or  for  such 
court  or  judge,  or  any  other  judge  having  authority  under  this  Act,  by  any 
subsequent  order,  to  command  the  attendance  of  any  person  to  be  named  in 
such   order   for   the  purpose  of  being   examined,  or   the  production  of  any 
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— after  reciting  that  it  is  expedient  to  afford  facilities  "  for  taking 
evidence  in,  or  in  relation  to,  actions,  suits,  and  proceedings 
pending  before  tribunals  in  her  Majesty's  dominions,  in  places  in 
such  dominions  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  such  tribunals," — goes  on 
to  enact,  in  substance,  that  whenever  any  court  in  her  Majesty's 
dominions  shall  have  authorized,  by  commission,  order,  or  other 
process,  the  obtaining  of  the  testimony  of  any  witness  out  of  its 
jurisdiction,  in  or  in  relation  to  any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding 
pending  in  such  court,  certain  superior  judges  enumerated  in  the 

writings  or  other  documents  to  be  mentioned  in  such  order,  and  to  give  all 
sucli  directions  as  to  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  such  examination,  and 
all  other  matters  connected  therewith,  as  may  appear  reasonable  and  just;  and 
any  such  order  may  be  enforced,  and  any  disobedience  thereof  punished,  in 
like  manner  as  in  case  of  an  order  made  by  such  court  or  judge  in  a  cause 
depending  in  such  court  or  before  such  judge. 

^  2.  '  Every  person  examined  as  a  witness  under  any  such  commission, 
order,  or  other  process  as  aforesaid,  who  shall  upon  such  examination  wilfully 
and  corruptly  give  any  false  evidence,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  guilty 
of  perjury. . 

?  3.  "Provided  always,  That  every  person,  whose  attendance  shall  be  so 
ordered,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  like  conduct-money,  and  payment  for  expenses 
and  loss  of  time,  as  upon  attendance  at  a  trial. 

?  4.  "Provided  also.  That  every  person  examined  under  any  such  commis- 
sion, order,  or  other  process  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  the  like  right  to  refuse  to 
answer  questions  tending  to  criminate  himself,  and  other  questions  which  a 
witness  in  any  case  pending  in  the  court  by  which,  or  by  a  judge  whereof,  or 
before  the  judge  by  whom,  the  order  for  examination  was  made  would  be 
entitled  to;  and  that  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  produce  under  any  such 
order  as  aforesaid  any  writing  or  other  document  that  he  would  not  be  com- 
pellable to  produce  at  the  trial  of  such  a  cause. 

§  5.  "Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law-"  in  London  "and 
in  Dublin  respectively,  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  and  any  supreme 
court  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  colonies  or  possessions  abroad,  and  any  judge  of 
any  such  court,  and  every  judge  in  any  such  colony  or  possession  who,  by  any 
order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  may  be  appointed  for  this  purpose,  shall 
respectively  be  courts  and  judges  having  authority  under  this  Act. 

J  6.  "It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  with  the 
assistance  of  two  of  the  judges  of  the  Courts  of  Common  Law"  in  London, 
"so  far  as  relates  to  England,  and  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  with  the 
assistance  of  two  of  the  judges  of  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  at  Dublin,  so 
far  as  relates  to  Ireland,  and  for  two  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Session,  so 
far  as  relates  to  Scotland,  and  for  the  chief  or  only  judge  of  the  supreme  court 
in  any  of  her  Majesty's  colonies  or  possessions  abroad,  so  far  as  relates  to  such 
colony  or  possession,  to  frame  such  rules  and  orders  as  shall  be  necessary  or 
proper  for  giving  effect  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  regulating  the 
procedure  under  the  same."  No  rules  or  orders  have  been  framed  under  this 
section. 
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Act  shall  be  empowered, — provided  the  witness  be  living  within, 
their  jurisdiction, — to  command  his  attendance  before  the  appointed 
commissioners,  to  order  his  examination,  and  to  give  all  other 
necessary  directions  on  the  subject.'  The  witness,  as  in  the  two 
preceding  Acts,  may  claim  the  payment  of  his  charges,  and  the  usual 
protection  with  respect  to  the  answering  of  questions  and  the 
production  of  papers. 

§  1315.  The  Legislature  again  interposed  in  1870,  and  by  the 
Extradition  Act^  of  that  year,  extended  the  prcivisions  of  the  Act 
of  19  &  20  v.,  c.  113,^  to  all  criminal  proceedings  which  may  be 
pending  before  foreign  tribunals,  and  which  are  not  of  a  political 
character.  §  24  enacts,  with  this  view,  that  "the  testimony  of 
any  witness  may  be  obtained  in  relation  to  any  criminal  matter 
pending  in  any  court  or  tribunal  in  a  foreign  State,  in  like  manner 
as  it  may  be  obtained  in  relation  to  any  civil  matter,"  under  the 
Act  just  cited;  "  and  all  the  provisions  of  that  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued as  if  the  term  '  civil  matter '  included  a  criminal  matter, 
and  the  term  '  cause '  included  a  proceeding  against  a  criminal. 
Provided  that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any 
criminal  matter  of  a  political  character."  * 

§  1316.  The  Acts  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42,  and  11  &  12  V.,  c.  43, 
which  were  passed  in  the  year  1848,  contain  clauses  of  much 
importance,  as  regulating,  in  two  large  classes  of  cases,  the  mode 
of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  Jvstices  of  the 
Peace!'  The  first-named  Act, — which  was  passed  to  facilitate  the 
performance  of  duties  by  magistrates  out  of  session  with  respect  to 
persons  charged  ivith  indictable  offences, — enacts,  in  §  16,  that  "  if 
it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  any  Justice  of  the  Peace  by  the  oath 


1  See  Campbell  v.  Att.-Gen.,  2  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App.  571;  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  600, 
S.  C. 

^  33  &  34  v.,  c.  52.  ,  '  Cited,  ante,  I  1313. 

*  See,  also,  36  &  37  V.,  c.  60,  §  5. 

^  The  mode  of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  the  inferior 
courts  in  Scotland,  is  regulated  by  27  &  28  V.  c.  53,  U  6,  8,  10,  Sch.  E.  1  &  2, 
and  Sch.  F.  2.  With  respect  to  the  police  courts  in  Edinburgh,  see  30  &  31 
v.,  c.  58,  Sch.  U  175,  179—181. 
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or  affirmation  of  aay  credible  person,  that  any  person  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  justice  is  likely  to  give  material  evidence  for 
the  prosecution,  and  will  not  voluntarily  appear  for  the  purpose 
of  being  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  time  and  place  appointed 
for  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  against  the  accused,  such 
justice  ma;y  and  is  hereby  required  to  issue  his  sitmmons '  to  such 
person,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  requiring  him  to  be  and  appear 
at  a  time  and  place  mentioned  in  such  summons  before  the  said 
justice,  or  before  such  other  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  same  county,  riding,  division,  liberty,  city,  borough,  or  place, 
as  shall  then  be  there,  to  testify  what  he  shall  know  concerning 
the  charge  made  against  such  accused  party;  and  if  any  person 
so  summoned  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  appear  at  the  time  and 
place  appointed  by  the  said  summons,  and  no  just  excuse  shall  be 
offered  for  such  neglect  or  refusal,  then,  (after  proof  upon  oath  or 
affirmation  of  such  summons  having  been,  served  upon  such  person, 
either  personally  or  by  leaving  the  same  for  him  with  some  person 
at  his  last  or  most  usual  place  of  abode)  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
justice  or  justices,  before  whom  such  persons  should  have  appeared, 
to  issue  a  warrant  ^  under  his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  to  bring 
and  have  such  person  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  therein  mentioned 
before  the  justice  who  issued  the  said  summons,  or  before  such 
other  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  same  county,  riding, 
division,  liberty,  city,  borough,  or  place,  as  shall  then  be  there,  to 
testify  as  aforesaid,  and  which  said  warrant  may,  if  necessary,  be 
backed  as  hereinbefore  is  mentioned,^  in  order  to  its  being  executed 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  who  shall  have  issued  the 
same;  or  if  such  justice  shall  be  satisfied  by  evidence  upon  oath 
or  affirmation  that  it  is  probable  that  su.ch  person  will  not  attend  to 
give  evidence  without  being  compelled  so  to  do,  then,  instead  of 
issuing  such  summons,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  issue  his 
warrant '^  in  the  first  instance,  and  which  if  necessary,  may  be 
backed  as  aforesaid;^  and  if  on  the  appearance  of  such  person  so 


'  See  form  in  Sch.  to  Act,  L.  1. 
»  See  Id.,  L.  2. 

'  As  to  the  backing  of  these  warrants,  see  post,  I  1318. 
*  See  form  in  Sch.  to  Act,  L.  3.  *  See  post,  §  1318. 
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summoned  before  the  said  last-mentioned  justice  or  j  ustices,  either 
in  obedience  in  the  said  summons,  or  upon  being  brought  before 
him  or  them  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant,  such  person  shall  refuse 
to  be  examined  upon  oath  or  affirmation  concerning  the  premises, 
or  shall  refuse  to  take  such  oath  or  affirmation,  or,  having  taken 
such  oath  or  affirmation,  shall  refuse  to  answer  such  questions 
concerning  the  premises  as  shall  then  be  put  to  him,  without  offer- 
ing any  just  excuse  for  such  refusal,  any  justice  of  the  peace  then 
present,  and  having  there  jurisdiction,  may  by  warrant'  under  his 
hand  and  seal  commit  the  person  to  refusing  to  the  common  goal 
or  house  of  correction  for  the  county,  riding,  liberty,  city,  borough, 
or  place,  where  such  person  so  refusing  shall  then  be,  there  to 
remain  and  be  imprisoned  for  any  time  not  exceeding  seven  days, 
unless  he  shall  in  the  meantime  consent  to  be  examined  and  to 
answer  concerning  the  premises." 

§  1317.  The  Act  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  43,— which,  subject  to  a  few  I  1185 
exceptions  to  be  personally  mentioned,^  relates  to  summary  convic- 
tions and  orders -hj  justices  out  of  sessions, — contains,  in  §  7, 
similar  provisions  for  enforcing  the  attendance  of  witnesses;  ex- 
cepting only  that,  before  the  justice  can  issue  his  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  a  witness  who  has  disobeyed  a  summons,  proof 
upon  oath  or  affirmation  must  be  given  that  "  a  reasonable  sum 
was  paid  or  tendered  to  the  witness  for  his  costs  and  expenses  in 
that  behalf." 

§  1318.  If  the  witness  against  whom  any  warrant  shall  be  issued  J  1186 
under  either  of  these  Acts  shall  not  be  found  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice  issuing  the  same,  or  "if  he  shall  escape,  go  into, 
reside,  or  be,  or  be  supposed  or  suspected  to  be,  in  any  place 
beyond  such  jurisdiction,  whether  in  England,  Wales,  Ireland, 
•Scotland,  or  the  Channel  Islands,  any  justice  or  other  officer, 
within  whose  jurisdiction  the  witness  shall  be,  or  be  supposed  to 
be,  may,  "  upon  proof  alone  being  made  on  oath  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  justice  issuing  such  warrant,"  make  an  indorsement '  on  the 


'  See  form  in  Sch.  to  Act,  L.  4. 

'  Post,  i  1319.  ^  See  form  in  Sch.  K.  to  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42. 
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same,  authorising  its  execution  within  his  jurisdiction;  and  the 
warrant  so  backed  may  then  be  executed  as  if  it  had  originally 
issued  in  such  last-mentioned  place.' 


§  1318a.  Where  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  would  have 
power  to  issue  a  summons  to  a  witness,  provided  he  were  within  the 
jm-isdiction,  it  may  now,  though  the  witness  be  out  of  the  jurisidic- 
tion,  still  issue  the  summons  if  the  witness  be  in  England;  and 
any  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  for  the  place  in  which  the 
witness  is  believed  to  be,  may,  on  proof  on  oath  of  the  signature  of 
the  summons,  indorse  it;  and  the  witness,  on  being  served  with 
the  summons  so  indorsed,  and  being  paid  or  tendered  a  reasonable 
sum  for  his  expenses,  must  attend  the  court  on  pain  of  being 
apprehended.^ 

§  1319.  It  has  been  stated  just  above,  that  the  Act  of  11  &  ?  1187 
12  v.,  c.  43,  does  not  apply  to  all  summary  convictions  and  orders. 
The  main  exceptions  are  pointed  out  in  section  35^  of  the  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Second  Schedule  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act, 
1879,*  and  consist  of  orders  of  removal;  orders  relating  to  lunatics ; 
and  bastardy  orders  and  warrants.  With  respect,  however,  to  orders 
of  removal  and  bastardy  orders,  justices  may  enforce  the  attendance 
of  witnesses  by  summons  and  warrant  under  7  &  8  V.,  c.  101,  §  70, 

■^  11  &  12  v.,  c.  42,  R  11—16;  11  &  12  V.,  c.  43,  ??  ,3,  7. 

M2&43  v.,  c.  49,  ?36. 

^  Which  enacts,  that  "nothing  in  this  Act  shall  extend,  or  be  construed  to 
extend,  to  any  warrant  or  order  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person,  who  is  or 
shall  become  chargeable  to  any  parish,  township,  or  place;  or  to  any  com- 
plaints or  orders  made  with  respect  to  lunatics,  or  the  expenses  incurred  for  the  , 
lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  or  care  of  any  lunatic  or  insane 
person;  [nor  to  any  information  or  complaint,  or  other  proceeding  under  or  by 
virtue  of  any  of  the  statutes  relating  to  her  Majesty's  revenue  of  exercise  or 
customs,  stamps,  taxes,  or  post-oflSce;  ]  nor  shall  anything  in  this  Act  extend,  or 
be  construed  to  extend,  to  any  complaints,  orders,  or  warrants  in  matters  of 
bastardy  made  against  the  putative  father  of  any  bastard  child,  save  and  except 
such  of  the  provisions  aforesaid  as  relate  to  the  backing  of  warrants  for  com- 
pelling the  appearance  of  such  putative  father,  or  warrants  of  distress,  or  tq 
the  levying  of  sums  ordered  to  be  paid,  or  to  the  imprisonment  of  a  defendant 
for  non-payment  of  the  same. ' '  The  words  above,  which  are  printed  between 
brackets,  were  repealed  by  42  &  43  V. ,  c.  49,  §  55,  and  2nd  Sch. 

*  43  &  43  y.,  c.  49. 
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which  enacts,  that,  "  in  any  proceedings  to  be  had  before  justices 
in  petty  or  special  sessions,  or  out  of  sessions,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  that  Act,  or  of  any  of  the  Acts  required  to  be  construed 
as  one  Act  therewith" '  (that  is,  5  &  6  V.,  c.  57;  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76; 
5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  69;  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  96;  1  &  2  V.,  c.  25,  §  2; 
7  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  50;  and  2  &  3  V.,  c.  84,  except  so  far  as  the 
provisions  of  any  former  Act  shall  have  been  expressly  altered  or 
amended  by  the  provisions  of  any  subsequent  Act),  "  if  any  party 
to  such  proceedings  request  that  any  person  be  summoned  to 
appear  as  a  witness  in  such  proceedings,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
justice  to  summon  such  person  to  appear  and  give  evidence  upon 
the  matter  of  such  proceedings;  and  if  any  person  so  summoned 
neglect  or  refuse  to  appear  to  give  evidence  as  the  time  and  place 
appointed  in  such  summons,  and  if  proof  upon  oath  be  given  of 
personal  service  of  the  summons  upon  such  person,  and  that  the 
reasonable  expenses  of  attendance  were  paid  or  tendered  to  such 
person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justice,  by  warrant  under  his 
hand  and  seal,  to  require  such  person  to  be  brought  before  him, 
or  any  justice  before  whom  such  proceedings  are  to  be  had;  and 
if  any  person  coming  or  brought  before  any  such  justices  in  any 
such  proceedings  refuse  to  give  evidence  thereon,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  justices  to  commit  such  person  to  any  house  of  correction 
within  their  jurisdiction,  there  to  remain  without  bail  or  mainprize 
for  any  time  not  exceeding  fourteen  days,  or  until  such  person  shall 
sooner  submit  himself  to  be  examin'ed;  and,  in  case  of  such  sub- 
mission, the  order  of  any  such  justice  shall  be  a  suflScient  warrant 
for  the  discharge  of  such  person." 

§  1320.  The  Acts  which  now  regulate  proceedings  with  respect  j  ygg 
to  lunatics,  ^  contain  no  clause  enabling  magistrates  to  enforce  the 
attendance  of  witnesses,  either  by  warrant  or  fine;  and,  therefore, 
in  cases  under  these  Acts,  the  most  prudent,  if  not  the  only,' 
course  for  the  parties  to  adopt  is  to  summon  the  witness  in  the 
first  instance,  and,  if  he  refuses  to  attend,  to  direct  that  he  shall  be 


1  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,  ?  74;  5  &  6  V.,  c.  57,  §  18. 
■'  8  &9V.,  c.  100;  16&  17  V.,  cc.  96,  97;  25  &  26  V.,  c.  111. 
»  See  2  Bum,    Just.   447;   Dick.,  Quart.  Sess.  127;  Dalt.  441,  c.  169,  §  6; 
id.  p.  24,  c.  6;  Evans  r.  Rees,  12  A.  &  E.  55;  4  P.  &  D.  32,  S.  C. 
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served  with  a  subpoena,  which  may  be  obtained  from  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  if  the  witness  lives  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices, 
or  from  the  Crown  Office  Department  of  the  Central  Office,  if  he 
resides  in  another  county.' 

,  §  1321.  Since  the  year  1848,  several  statutes  have  passed,  which  ?  1190 
authorise  justices  in  particular  inquiries  to  compel  the  attendance 
of  witnesses  by  summons  and  warrant,  as,  for  example,  the  Act  of 
12  &  13  v.,  c.  92,  §  17,  which  aims  at  the  more  efPectual  preven- 
tion of  cruelty  to  animals.  Other  statutes,  again,  adopt  the  system 
of  fines;  and  among  these  may  be  mentioned  "The  City  of  London 
Sewers  Act,  1848,"  ^  which  fixes  the  fine  at  20s.' 

§  1322.  Notwithstanding  the  general  language  of  the  Acts  §  1191 
which  empower  justices  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  by 
summons  and  warrant,  it  is  clear  that  they  can,  in  general,  only 
exercise  this  power  within  the  limits  of  their  own  jurisdiction;  and 
therefore,  whenever  the  vritness  lives  beyond  such  limits,  recourse 
must  be  had,  either  to  the  cumbrous  system  of  backed  -warrants,* 
or  at  least,  of  backed  summonses,^  or  the  Central  Office  subpoena, 
except  in  the  very  few  instances  where,  as  in  the  Acts  relating  to 
the  excise"  and  customs,'  power  is  expressly  given  to  the  justices  to 
issue  process  beyond  their  jurisdiction. 

§  1323.  A   somewhat  important  provision  of  the  Irish  statute,    §  1192 
1  &  2  W.   4,  c.  44,   may  here  be  mentioned.     §  8  enacts,  that  it 

'  See  R.  V.  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence,  11  A.  &  E.  627,  per  Ld.  Denman;  E. 
V.  Greenaway  and  E.  v.  Carey,  7  Q.  B.  126.  It  deserves  notice,  that  by  15  G.  3, 
c.  39,  any  justice  is  empowered  to  administer  an  oath  to  any  person,  when  any 
statute  directs  a  penalty  to  be  levied,  or  a  distress  to  be  made,  provided  such 
justice  be  acting  under  the  authority  of  such  statute;  and,  possibly,  this  enact- 
ment might  be  held,  by  implication,  to  empower  the  justice  to  enforce  the 
attendance  of  all  material  witnesses  by  summons  and  warrant.    Sed  qu. 

•■^  11  &  12  v.,  c.  clxiii.,  ?  258. 

"  For  another  instance,  see  16  &  17  V.,  c.  112,  |  66,  Dublin  Hackney  Carriaga 
Act. 

'  Ante,  §  1318. 

^  Ante,  §  1318A. 

'  7  &  8  G.  4,  c.  53,  §  74,  empowers  the  commissioners  of  excise,  the  justices, 
and  the  commissioners  of  appeal,  to  summon  any  witness,  "  in  whatever  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom  he  may  reside  or  he." 

'  39  &  40  v.,  c.  36,  §  227. 
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shall  be  lawful  for  every  court  in  Ireland,  having  by  law  jurisdic- 
tion over  criminal  offences,  upon  proof  being  made  of  the  service, 
either  personally,  or  at  the  residence  of  the  person  required  to 
attend,  of  any  summons  to  appear  and  give  evidence  in  such  court 
touching  any  offence,  to  impose  upon  the  person  so  served,  in 
case  of  his  disobeying  such  summons,  such  fine  as  the  court  shall 
in  its  discretion  think  proper.' 


§  1324.  Several  Acts  of  Parliament  give  to  boards,  commis-  i  Has  | 
sioners,  inspectors,  sheriffs,  and  other  officers,  more  or  less  strin- 
gent powers  to  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  them. 
Thus,  whenever  it  is  necessary  for  the  Board  of  Customs,  or 
their  officers,  to  institute  an  inquiry  relating  to  any  business 
under  their  management,  they  are  empowered  to  summon  any 
person  required  as  a  witness  to  appear  •  before  them  and  to  give 
evidence  on  oath;  and  if  such  person,  having  his  reasonable 
expenses  tendered  to  him,  refuses  to  attend,  or  otherwise  mis- 
behaves, he  renders  himself  liable  to  a  penalty  of  five  pounds.'' 
The  Local  Government  Board  for  England,  in  whom  all  the  powers 
of  the  late  English  Poor  Law  Board  are  now  vested,'  the  Local 
Government  Board  for  Lreland,*  who  now  represent  the  late  Lrish 
Poor  Law  Commissioners,  and  the  General  Prisons  Board  for 
Ireland,  and  the  Inspectors  respectively  appointed  by  these  bodies, 
may  summon  any  person  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined 
upon  any  matter  under  their  control,  or  of  producing  or  verifying 
any  document  relating  to  such  matter;  and  in  the  event  of  such 
person  disobeying  such  summons,  or  refusing  to  give  evidence, 
or  wilfully  altering,  suppressing^  concealing,  destroying,  or  re- 
fusing to  produce,  any  such  document,  he  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  misdemeanor  :  Provided  always,  that  no  person  shall  be  re- 
quired to  travel  more  than  ten  miles  in  England,  or  twenty  miles 
in  Ireland,  from  his  place  of  abode;  and  if  he  be  summoned  by  an 


'  See  further,  as  to  enforcing  attendance  of  witnesses  under  The  Prevention 
of  Crime  (Ireland)  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  V.,  c.  25,  ??  16,  17. 
^  39  &  40  v.,  c.  36,  ?§  36,  37. 
»  34  &  35  v.,  c.  70,  i  2. 
♦  35  &  36  v.,  c.  69,  ?  5,  Ir. 
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English  inspector,  he  shall  be  allowed  his  expenses.'  The  com- 
missioners and  inspectors  under  the  Charitable  Trusts  Acts  of 
1853  and  1855,'^  the  Charity  Commissioners,  and  Assistant  Charity- 
Commissioners,  who  now  exercise  the  powers'*  originally  conferred 
on  the  Commissioners  and  Assistant  Commissioners  under  "  The 
Endowed  Schools  Act,  1869,"*  The  Commissioners  under  "the 
City  of  London  Parochial  Charities  Act,  1883,"  ^  the  Commissioners 
and  Assistant  Commissioners  under  the  Regulation  of  Eailways 
Act,  1873,*  and  the  inspectors  and  courts  holding  investigations 
under  "  The  Regulation  of  Railways  Act,  1871," '  possess  some- 
what similar  powers  for  enforcing  the  attendance  of  particular  wit- 
nesses. The  Special  Commissioners  for  Irish  Fisheries  are 
intrusted  with  very  peculiar  powers;  and  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  deeds, 
books,  papers,  and  documents,  they  have  all  such  rights  as  the 
judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench  in  Ireland  have  for  the  like  purposes.' 


§  1325.  Again,  the  Inclosure  Commissioners,  or  any  assistant-  ?  1194 
commissioners,  may,  by  summons,  under  the  seal  of  the  Com- 
mission, or  under  the  hand  of  such  assistant-commissioner, 
require  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  themselves,  or  if  the 
summons  be  under  seal,  before  the  valuer;  and  every  such  wit- 
ness, an  case  of  disobedience,  or  other  misconduct  in  refusing  to 
be  sworn  or  to  give  evidence,  is  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding 
ten  pounds,  to  be  levied  and  recovered  before  two  justices  of  the 
county  in  which  the  land  to  be  inclosed  is  situate;  and  he  will 
also  be  deemed  guilty  of  misdemeanor;  but  he  must  be  paid 
or  tendered  the  reasonable  charges  of  his  attendance,  and  he  need 
not  travel  above  ten  miles  from   the   place  of  his   abode.^     So, 


'  10  &  11  v.,  c.  109,  U  11,  21,  26;   29  &  30  V.,  c.  66,  §  7;  10  &  11  V.,  c.  90, 
§?  19,  20  Ir.;  14  &  15  V.,  c.  68,  §?  16,  17,  Ir.;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  49,  §  11,  Ir. 

'  See  and  compare  16  &  17  V.,  c.  137,  ^  10—14,  and  18  &  19  V.,  c.  124,  §? 
6—9.  '  37  &  38  v.,  c.  87,  ?  1-  *  32  &  33  V.,  c.  56,  ?  49. 

5  45  &  46  v.,  c.  36,  §  2.  «  36  &  37  y.,  c.  48,  U  21,  25. 

'  34  &  35  v.,  c.  78,  l^  4,  7,  11,  15. 

'  26  &  27  v.,  c.  114,  g  38,  Ir. ;  amended  by  32  &  33  V.,  c.  92,  Ir. 

«  8  &  9  v.,  c.  118,  U  S,  39,   40,  159,  164.     See,  also,  41  G.  3,  c.  109,  U 
33,  34. 
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when  landowners  refuse  to  treat  with  commissioners  of  sewers, 
these  last  may  issue  their  warrants  to  the  sheriff  to  empanel  a 
compensation  jury  to  attend  the  sessions;  and,  thereupon,  the 
Cler!k  of  the  Peace,  or  his  deputy,  shall  summon  all  such  persons 
as  shall  be  thought  necessary  to  be  examined  as  witnesses,  who, 
if  they  do  not  appear,  or  if  they  refuse  to  be  sworn  or  to  be  ex- 
amined, without  lawful  excuse  to  be  allowed  by  the  sessions,  shall 
forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for  every  such  offence.' 
So,  under  "The  Preliminaries  Inquiries'  Act,  1851,"  the  inspectors 
appointed  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  are 
empowered  to  summon  any  persons,  whose  evidence  in  their 
judgment  shall  be  material;  and  if  such  persons  wilfully  neglect 
or  refuse  to  attend  in  pursuance  of  such  summons,  or  to  produce 
such  documents  as  they  may  under  the  Act  to  be  required  to  pro- 
duce, they  become  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds.' 
So,  every  special  inspector  appointed  under  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act,  1854,  may,  by  summons  under  his  hand,  require  the 
attendance  of  witnesses  before  him;  and  every  person  who  refuses 
to  obey  such  summons,  after  having  his  expenses  tendered  to  him, 
becomes  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  ten  pounds.^ 


§  1326.  Commissioners,*  authorised  to  inquire  into  the  existence  J  ii96 
of  corrupt  practices  at  elections  for  members  of  Parliament,  may, 
by  a  summons  under  their  hands  and  seals,  or  under  the  hand  and 
seal  of  one  of  them,  require  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the 
production  of  such  books,  papers,  deeds,  and  writings  as  they 
may  deem  necessary;^  and  if  any  such ■  summons  be   disobeyed, 


1  3  &  4  "W.  4,  0.  22,  U  26,  97.  ?  29  proTidesby-Trhiomthffcosfs-of  witnesses 
are  to  be  paid.     See  4  &  5  V.,  c.  45,  ?|  13,  14. 

2  14  &  15  v.,  c.  49,  U  4,  5.  M7  &  18  V.,  c.  104,. §?  15,  432. 

*  See  further  as  to  commissioners  empowered  to  try  official  persons  who  have 
been  guilty  of  offences  in  India,  24  G.  3,  c.  25,  U  74,  75;  26  G.  3,  c.  57;  as  to 
examiners  appointed  to  take  depositions  de  bene  esse,  24  G.  3,  c.  25,  §  81,  and 
42  G.  3,  c.  85,  §  3;  and  as  to  commissioners  appointed  under  the  Act  for  regu- 
lating the  care  and  treatment  of  lunatics,  8  &  9  V.,  c.  100,  |§  100,  101;  25  &  26 
v.,  c.  in,  ?  46. 

^  15  &  16  v.,  c.  57,  J  8;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  125,  §§  15,  56,  continued  till  31  Dec. 
1884,  by  46  &  47  V.,  c.  51,  ?  70,  Sch.  3. 
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the  commissioners  may  certify  the  default  to  one  of  the  superior 
courts,  who  will  deal  with  the  offender  as  if  he  had  disobeyed  an 
ordinary  subpoena-' 


§  1327.'  Masters  in.  Lunacy  may,  in  the  matter  of  any  lunatic,  ^  ii96a 
compel  by  summons  the  attendance  of  any  person  to  give  evidence 
before  them;  and  every  person  so  summoned  must  give  evidence 
upon  being  paid  or  tendered  his  reasonable  expenses.^ 

§  1 328.  It  has  already  been  shown,'  that  the  High  Court  and  the  I  1197 
judges  thereof  are  respectively  empowered,  .in  any  cause  or  matter 
where  it  shall  appear  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  to  order 
the  attendance  of  witnesses  either  before  the  court  or  a  judge,  or 
any  ofl&cer  of  the  court,  or  any  person  at  any  place,  for  the  purpose 
of  being  examined,  or  of  producing  any  documents ;  and  the  wilful 
disobedience  of  any  such  order  may  be  punished  as  a  contempt  of 
court.*  Ord.  XXXVI.  K.  57,  also  provides,  that  when  an  inquiry 
respecting  the  amount  of  unliquidated  damages  is  directed  to  be ' 
had  before  an  officer  of  the  court,  "  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and 
the  production  of  documents,  before  such  officer  may  be  compelled 
by  subpoena." 

§  1329.  It  were  an  easy  task  to  expand  to  a  tenfold  length  the  §  1198 
foregoing  summary  of  the  statutes  regulating  the  attendance  of 
witnesses;  but  it  is  hoped  that  what  has  already  been  said  will,  in 
some  measure,  serve  two  purposes.  First,  it  will  furnish  some- 
thing like  a  guide  to  the  practitioner,  in  ordinary  cases,  where 
witnesses  are  required  to  be  examined;  and  secondly,  it  may 
suggest  the  expediency  of  amending  the  existing  law  to  those  who 


'  15  &  16  v.,  c.  57,  §  12. 

'  25  &  36  v.,  c.  86,  §  18;  16  &  17  V.,  c.  70,  §  60. 

'  Ante,  I  1310. 

*  See  for  the  Irish  Law,  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105,  |  69;  19  &  20  V.,  u.  102,  R  51— 
59.  See,  also,  for  the  law  in  the  County  Courts,  17  &  18  V.,  c.  125,  U  53, 
54,  60.  These  sections  have  been  extended  to  the  Cy.  Cts,  by  Ord.  of 
Council,  of  18  Nov.  1867.    See  W.  N.  of  1867,  p.  631. 
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are  able  and  willing  to  effect  the  necessary  change.  No  one  can 
contemplate  the  infinite  variety  of  forms  of  proceeding,  which  must 
now  be  resorted  to  by  all  inferior  courts  and  functionaries,  in  order 
to  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  without  recognising  the 
advantages  that  would  accrue,  were  the  Legislature  to  pass,  as  it 
easily  might  do,  some  general  Act,  whicii  should  render  the 
practice  on  these  points  clear,  simple,  and  uniform. 

§  1330.  In  order  to  encourage  witnesses  to  come  forward  volun-  §  1199 
tarily,  they  are  not  only  protected  from  any  action  for  defamation 
with  respect  to  such  statements  as  they  may  make  in  the  course  of 
the  judicial  proceeding;'  but — in  common  with  parties,  barristers, 
solicitors,  and,  in  short,  all  persons  who  have  that  relation  to  a 
suit  which  calls  for  their  attendance,^ — they  are '  protected  from 
arrest  upon  any  civil  process,  while  going  to  the  place  of  trial, 
while  attending  there  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  and  while 
returning  home;  *  eundo,  morando,  et  redeundoJ'  The  service  of  a 
subpoena  or  other  process  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  afford  the 
witness  this  protection,  provided  he  has  consented  to  come  without 

'  Seaman  v.  Netherclift,  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  D.  540;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  798,  S.  C; 
46  L.  J.,  C.  P.  128,  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R.,  2  C.  P.  D.  53,  S.  C;  Eevis 
V.  Smith,  18  Com.  B.  126;  Henderson  v.  Broomhead,  4  H.  &  N.  569;  Kennedy 
V.  Hilliard,  10  Ir.  Law  R.,  N;  S.  195;  Gildea  v.  Brien,  id.  230  ;  Dawkius  v. 
Ld.  Eokeby,  42  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  63,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  8  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  255,  S.  C; 
.  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  8,  per  Dom.  Proc;  7  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  744,  S.  C;  Goffin  v. 
Donelly,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  307;- 50  L:  J.,  Q.  B.  303,  S.  C.  In  this  last  case 
the  evidence  held  to  he  privileged  had  been  given  before  a  select  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Commons. 

^  The  privelege  does  not  apply  to  a  solicitor's  clerk  attending  at  Judge's 
Chambers.     Phillips  v.  Pound,  7  Ex.  R.  881. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  I  316,  slightly  as  to  six  lines. 

*■  See  Cons.  Ord.  Ch.  1860,  Ord.  xlii.  r.  1,  which  provided,  that  '-oflacers  and 
attendants  upon  the  Court  of  Chancery,  suitors  and  witnesses,  are  to  have 
privilege  eundo,  redeundo,  et  morando,  for  their  necessary  attendance,  but  not 
otherwise;  and  when  any  of  them  are  arrested  at  such  times  of  necessary 
attendance,  it  is  a  contempt  of  court."  This  order  is  now  annulled  by  Rules 
of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  and  no  rule  has  been  substituted  for  it. 

^  Meekins  v.  Smith,  1  H.  Bl.  636;  Walpole  v.  Alexander,  3  Doug.  45.  In 
Ex.  p.  Britten,  1  Mon.  D.  &  D.  278,  the  husband  of  a  petitioner,  who 
accompanied  his  wife  to  the  Court  of  Review  to  attend  the  hearing  of  the 
petition,  was  held  to  be  privileged  from  arrest;  since,  being  liable  to  the  costs 
of  the  application,  he  had  such  a  relation  to  the  suit  as  fully  justified  his 
attendance. 
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such  service,^  and  actually  does  attend  in  good  faith ; '  and  there- 
fore, the  privilege  extends  to  a  witness  coming  from  abroad  without 
a  subpoena.^  In  determining  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time 
for  going,  staying,  and  returning,  the  courts  are  disposed  to  be 
liberal;  and  provided  it  substantially  appears  that  there  has  been 
no  improper  loitering  or  deviation  from  the  way,  they  will  not 
strictly  inquire  whether  the  witness  or  other  privileged  party  went 
as  quickly  as  possible  and  by  the  nearest  route.* 


§  1331.  Thus  the  rule  of  protection  has  been  held  to  apply  ?  1199 
where  a  witness,  two  hours  after  he  had  left  the  court,  was  arrested 
about  a  mile  off  in  the  direct  road  to  his  house;  *  where  a  defendant, 
who  had  attended  his  cause  in  the  morning,  went  to  a  tavern  near 
the  court  in  the  afternoon,  to  dine  with  his  attorney  and  witness;* 
where  a  party  had  been  staying  for  some  days  at  a  coffee-house  near 
the  court,  waiting  for  the  trial  of  his  cause,  which  was  a  remanet, 
but  was  not  in  the  list  of  causes  for  the  day  on  which  the  arrest 
happened;'  where  a  party  attending  an  arbitration  was  arrested 
during  an  adjournment  of  the  reference  from  one  period  to  another 
of  the  same  day;  *  where  a  witness,  in  a  cause  tried  on  Friday  after- 
noon, was  arrested  in  the  assize  town  on  Saturday  evening,  as  she 
was  entering  a  stage  coach  which  was  to  convey  her  home ;  °  where 

1  Arding  v.  Flower,  8  T.  E.  536,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Ex  p.  Byne,  1  Ves.  &  • 
B.  320;  Eishton  v.  Nisbett,  1  M.  &  Eob.  347,  per  Alderson  and  Taunton,  Js. 
But  see  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Q.  E.  393,  where. Tindal,  C.  J.,  observed,  that  the 
privlege  had  been  disallowed,  where  the  party  attended  as  a  volunteer,  and 
not  upon  process.     See,  also,  Salk.  544. 

'  Meeklns  v.  Smith,  1  H.  Bl.  637;  Walpole  v.  Alexander,  3  Doug.  46,  per 
Ld.  Mansfield. 

'  Walpole  V.  Alexander,  3  Dough.  45;  Norris  v.  Beach,  2  Johns.  294. 

*  Strong  V.  Dickenson,  1  M.  &  W.  491,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Eicketts  v.  Gumey.      ' 
7  Price,   704,   per  Graham,   B. ;   Willingham  v.   Matthews,  6  Taunt.    358  ; 

2  Marsh.  57,  S.  C;  In  re  M'Kone,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  65;  Smythe  v.  Banks,  4   Dall. 
329. 

5  Selby  V.  Hills,  8  Bing.  166.     See  Ex  p.  Clarke,  2  Dea.  &  C.  99. 

«  Lightfoot  V.  Cameron,  2  W.  Bl.  1113. 

'  Childerston  v.  Barrett,  11  East,  439;  Hurt's  case,  4  Dall.  387. 

*  Ex  P.  Temple,  2  Ves.  &  B.  395;  Ex  P.  Eussell,  1  Eose,  278. 

'  Holiday  v.  Pitt,  2  Str.  986;  Gilb.  E.  308.  "  There  she  was  directly  on 
her  way  home.  The  court  did  not  decide  that  she  might  not  have  been  arrested 
at  the  assize  town  on  Saturday  morning."  Per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Strong  v. 
Dickenson,  1  M.  &  W.  490. 
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a  plaintiff,  on  leaving  court,  called  at  his  office  for  refreshment,  and 
then  on  his  way  home  went  to  his  tailor's,  in  whose  shop  he  was 
arrested;'  and  even  where  a  witness  from  abroad,  on  finding  that 
the  trial  was  postponed  till  the  next  sittings,  determined  to  wait 
till  it  came  on,  and  was  arrested  on  the  eighth  day  after  his 
arrival.'' 


§  1332.  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  witness  subpoenaed  out  of  ?  1200 
Chancery,  was  arrested  three  days  before  the  time  fixed  for  his 
examination,  while  going  to  his  solicitor's  office  to  look  at  the 
interrogatories  which  he  would  be  called  upon  to  answer;'  where 
a  party  having  come  from  the  country  to  town  to  attend  an 
arbitration,  remained,  after  an  adjournment  of  the  reference  sine 
die,  till  the  expiration  of  the  fourth  day  of  an  approaching  term, 
in  the  expectation  of  a  motion  being  made  by  the  opposite  party 
relative  to  the  order  of  reference;  *  and  where  a  solicitor,  having 
been  arrested  during  the  afternoon  at  the  Auction  Mart  Coffee 
House,  swore  that,  having  professional  business  in  several  causes 
at  Westminster,  he  went  into  the  City  on  his  way  to  the  courts,' 
but  omitted  to  state  either  where  his  house  was,  or  when  he  left 
home ;  ^ — in  all  these  cases  the  courts  have  refused  to  discharge 
the  party  out  of  custody.  So,  though  it  seems  that  a  witness  who 
comes  to  town  to  be  examined,  is  protected  from  arrest  during 
the  whole  time  that  he  bona  fide  remains  there  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  evidence,"  a  witness  living  in  London  is  not  protected  in 
the  interval  between  the  service  of  the  subpoena  and  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  his  examination.'  Neither  can  the  privilege  from 
arrest  be  prolonged,  in  consequence  of  the  party's  inability  to 
return    home  for  want   of    pecuniary  means,*  though  possibly,  if 


'  Pitt  V.  Coomes,  5  B.  &  A.  D.  1078;  3  N.  &  M.  212,  S.  C;  Luntly  v. , 

1  C.  &  M.  579;  Ahearne  v.  M'Guire,  2  Ir.  Eq.  E.  437;  Mahon  v.  Mahon, 
id.  440. 

^  Walpole  V.  Alexander,  3  Doug.  45.  See,  also,  Persse  v.  Persse,  5  H.  of  L. 
Cas.  671. 

'  Gibbs  V.  Phillipson,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  19. 

*  Spencer  v.  Newton,  6  A.  &  E.  623;  1  N.  &  P.  818,  S.  C. 

^  Strong  V.  Dickenson,  1  M.  &  W.  488.  See  Walsh  v.  Wilson,  1  Ir.  Eq.  R., 
N.  S.  610.  «  Gibbs  v.  Phillipson,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  19.  '  Id. 

*  Spencer  v.  Newton,  6  A.  &  E.  623;  1  N.  &  P.  818,  S.  C. 
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the  detention  has  been  caused  by  illness,  the  court  will  consider 
this  circumstances  in  fixing  the  extent  of  the  protection.'  In  one 
case,  where  a  party  in  London,  being  summoned  to  attend  a 
reference  at  Exeter,  went,  three  days  before  the  time  of  meeting, 
with  his  attorney  to  Clifton,  where  his  wife  lived,  to  examine  docu- 
ments necessary  to  be  produced  before  the  arbitrator,  and  was 
arrested  on  the  second  day  before  he  had  completed  the  arrange- 
ment of  his  papers,  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Exchequer 
pronounced  opposite  decisions,  the  former  holding  that  he  was  not, 
the  latter  that  he  was,  priviledged  from  arrest.^ 

§  1333.  It  would  seem  that,  in  general,  this  protection  extends  §  1201 
only  to  persons  arrested  on  civil  process,  for  against  criminal 
process  home  itself  is  no  protection.'  An  attachment  for  contempt 
in  disdbeying  an  order  of  the  court  made  on  a  solicitor,  is  not  re- 
garded as  "  civil  process,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,*  though 
an  attachment  on  an  ordinary  suitor  for  non-payment  of  money  will 
be  viewed  in  that  light.*  Whether  a  warrant  of  commitment  issued 
out  of  a  County  Court  would  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  criminal 
process,  so  as  to  justify  the  bailiff  in  arresting  a  witness,  is  a 
question  which,  after  discussion,  has  been  left  undecided  by  the 
judges.*  In  Ireland,  where  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  attending  at 
the  Quarter  Sessions,  was  arrested  under  a  writ  of  commission  of 
rebellion,  the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued,  while  declining 
to  express  any  opinion  as  to  whether  this  writ  was  in  the  nature  of 
a  criminal  proceeding,  discharged  the  witness  from  custody,  and 
observed  that  it  was  highly  essential  to  the  interests  of  the  public, 

'  Spencer  v.  Newton,  6  A.  &  E.  632;  N.  &P.  818,  S.  C. 

^  Randall  v.  Gumey,  3  B.  &  A.  252,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  diss.;  Eicketsu.  Gumey, 
7  Price,  699,  per  Graham  and  "Wood,  Bs.,  GarroTv,  B.,  diss. 

'  Per  Ld.  Denman,  In  re  Douglass,  3  Q.  B.  837,  838.  It  was  there  held  that 
a  warrant  issued  upop  an  information  ex-officio,  under  the  Act  of  33  G.  3,  c.  52, 
I  62,  and  expressed  to  be  to  answer  for  certain  misdemeanors  whereof  the 
party  was  impeached,  and  also  for  certain  penalties  sued  for  by  the  Att-Gen., 
was  criminal  process,  under  which  the  party  might  be  taken  redeundo  after 
discharge  from  illegal  custody. 

*  In  re  Freston,  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  545,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  L.  E.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  545, 
S.  C. 

*  Id.,  and  cases  there  cited.  But  see  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D. 
644,  per  Chitty,  J. 

^Kimpton  v.  Lond.  &  N.  "West.  Ey.  Co.,  9  Ex.  R.  766. 
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that  witnesses  in  criminal  courts  of  justice  should  be  protected  and 
encouraged.'  A  witness  is  not  priviledged  from  being  taken  by  his 
bail,  even  during  his  attendance  at  court,  for  this  is  not  an  arrest, 
but  a  retaking.'' 

§  1334.'  This  privilege,  so  far  as  parties  and  witnesses  are  con-  §  1202 
cerned,  will  be  recognised  in  all  cases  where  the  attendance  is  given 
in  any  matter  pending  before  a  lawful  tribunal  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause.*  Thus,  it  has  been  extended  to  parties  and  witnesses 
attending  before  an  arbitrator,  whether  he  be  appointed  by  an  order 
of  the  High  Court,  or  of  a  judge,  or  by  an  agreement  of  reference 
containing  a  clause  that  it  may  be  made  a  rule  of  court;  for,  in  all 
these  cases  the  attendance  of  witnesses  may  be  enforced.^  So,  it 
applies  to  a  party  attending  at  judge's  chambers,'  or  before  a  Master 
or  an  examiner  of  the  High  Court,'  or  at  the  Registrar's  office 
on  passing  the  minutes  of  a  decree,*  or  before  the  under-sheriff  on 
the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry;'  as  also  to  witnesses  attending 
the  Central  Criminal  Court,'"  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,"  Courts- 
Martial,  whether  military,  '^  marine,''  or  naval,'*  the  Houses  of 
Parliament,  or  committees  of  either  House. '^  It  will  also  protect 
a  prosecutor  attending  Quarter  Sessions  or  Assizes,'*  even  after  thp 

'  Graves  v.  McCarthy,  Crawf.  &  D.,  Abr.  C.  127. 

^  Ex.  p.  Lyne,  3  Stark.    E.   132,    per   Abbott,   C.   J.;  Home  v.  Swinford, 

1  D.  &  R.,  Mag.  Ca.  361,  per  Eichards,  C.  B. 
'  Gr.  Ev.  §  317,  in  part. 

*  Ex  p.  Cobbett,  7  E.  &  B.  959,  per  Crompton,  J. 

5  Moore  -v.  Booth,  3  Ves.  350,  351;  List's  case,  2  Ves.  &  B.  374;  Ex  p. 
Temple,  id.  395;  Eandall  v.  Gurney,  3  B.  &  A.  252;  Webb  v.  Taylor,  1  Dowl. 
&  L.  676,  per  Patteson,  J.;  Eishton  v.  Nisbett,  1  M.  &  Eob.  347;  Spence  v. 
Stewart,  3  East,  89;  Sanford  v.  Chase,  3  Cowen,  381. 

"Moore  v.  Booth,  3  Ves.  350,  351;  In  re  Jewett,  33  L.  J.,  Ch.  730,  per 
Eomilly,  M.  E. ;  33  Beav.  559,  S.  C. 

'  Id.;  Wheeler  v.  Cox.  3  Ir.  Law  E.,  302,  n.;  Brown  v.  M'Dermott,  2  Ir. 
Eq.  E.  438.  •  »  Newton  v.  Askew,  6  Hare,  319. 

'  Walters  v.  Eees,  4  Moore.  34. 

'"  Newton  v.  Constable,  2  Q.  B.  162,  per  Coleridge,  J. 

"  Ardlng  v.  Flower,  8  T.   E.   534;  Ex  p.  King,  7  Ves.   312;  Ex  p.  Clarke, 

2  Dea.  &  C.  99;  Ex.  p.  Burt,  2  Mon.  D.  &  D.  666;  Willingham  v.  Matthews, 
6  Taunt.  356;  Andrews  v.  Martin,  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  371. 

"  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  ?  125,  subs.  2.  "  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58,  §  179. 

"29&30  v.,  c.  109,  5  66.  ^ 

'*  May,  L.  of  Pari.  149 — 151,  and  the  journals  there  cited. 
'«  Graves  v.  M'Carthy,  Crawf.  &  D.,  Abr.  C.  127. 
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bill  in  which  he  is  interested  has  been  ignored,  provided  this  fact 
has  not  been  publicly  announced.' 


§  1335.  A  witness,  too,  who  attends  before  a  magistrate  or  other  ?  1203 
inferior  judicial  officer  by  virtue  of  a  summons  or  writ  of  sub- 
poena, will,  it  seems,  be  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process, 
eundo,  morando,  et  redeundo;''  and  the  same  privilege  has  been 
extended  to  a  person  attending  before  a  police  magistrate  as  a 
witness  on  a  charge  of  felony  after  a  remand,  though  he  was  not 
under  recognizance  or  summons  to  appear.'  But  the  rule  will 
not  protect  a  common  informer,  or  any  person  who  voluntarily 
goes  before  a  justice  to  obtain  a  summons  against  another  party 
for  penalties,  even  though  the  summons  be  obtained.*  In  one  of 
the  numerous  cases  respecting  Mr.  Newton, — who  may  perhaps 
claim  the  unenviable  merit  of  having  raised,  in  his  own  person, 
almost  as  many  questions  on  this  subject  as  all  other  parties  put 
together, — the  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench  decided  that  a  bar- 
rister was  not  privileged  from  arrest,  by  reason  of  his  attendance 
at  Petty  Sessions  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  practice;*  and  not- 
withstanding the  case  of  Luntly  v. ,"  and  the  Act  of  6  &  7 

W.  4,  c.14,  §  2,'  they  expressed  some  doiibt  as  to  whether  the 
privilege  could  be  extended  further  than  to  protect  the  bar  while 
attending  the  Superior  Courts,  or  perhaps  such  counsel  as  were 
actually  engaged  in  professional  business  before  the  inferior  tri- 
bunals. Still,  in  pronouncing  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  Lord 
Denman  thought  proper  to  observe,  that  "  the  attendance  of  parties 
and  of  witnesses  has  always  been  protected.  It  is  absolutely  neces- 
sary for  the  ends  of  justice  that  their  attendance  should  be  privi- 
leged, because,  without  it,  justice  cannot  be  administered.     But  the 


'  In  re  M'Kone,  Ir.  Cir.  Rep.  65. 

^  See  Webb  v.  Taylor,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  684,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  Mountague  v. 
Harrison,  27  L.  J.,  C.  P.  24  ;  3  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  292,  S.  C;  Ex  p.  Edme,9  Serg. 
&  E.  147. 

3  Mountague  v.  Harrison,  27  L.  J.,  C.  P.  24  ;  3  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  292,  S.  C. 

*  Ex  p.  Cobbett,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  293  ;  7  E.  &  B,  955,  S.  C. 

*  Newton  v.  Constable,  2  Q.  B.  157. 
M  C.  &  M.  579,  noticed,  2  Q.  B.  165. 

'  By  which  persons  liable  to  summary  conviction  are  empowered  to  make 
their  defence  before  justices  by  counsel  or  solicitors. 
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protection  of  legal  officers  is  of  a  different  character,  and  may  well 
be  confined  between  narrower  limits."  ' 


§  1336.  Although  a  party  discharged  from  illegal  civil  process  j  1204 
is  privileged  from  arrest  during  his  return  home,^  the  discharge 
from  criminal  process,  even  in  consequence  of  an  acquittal,  confers 
no  such  protection,  unless  it  should  appear  that  the  apprehension 
on  the  criminal  charge  was  a  mere  contrivance  to  get  the  party 
into  custody  in  the  civil  suit.'  A  distinction,  however,  has  been 
drawn  in  Ireland,  between  the  case  of  a  prisoner  actually  in 
custody,  and  a  party  out  on  bail;  and  it  has  there  been  tield,  that 
a  person  who  attends  under  a  recognizance  to  answer  a  criminal 
charge,  and  is  acquitted  and  discharged,  is  privileged  from  arrest 
while  returning  home.*  The  validity  of  this  distinction  would 
probably  be  questioned  in  the  English  courts,  since  an  accused, 
who  surrenders  to  take  his  trial,  is,  during  that  trial,  as  much 
in  legal  custody  as  a  prisoner  who  is  brought  up  by  the  gaoler 
himself. 

§  1337.  If  a  person  entitled  t9  privilege  is  unlawfully  arrested,  i  1205 
application  for  his  discharge  should  be  made,  either  to  the  court 
where  the  cause  is  depending,  in  respect  of  which  the  privilege  is 
claimed,  or  to  the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued,  upon 
which  the  arrest  takes  place;  for  this  last  court  ought  not  to 
suffer  its  process  to  be  executed,  in  violation  of  the  privileges  of 
other  tribunals.'     Though  the  one  court  should,  on  motion,  refuse 

1  2  Q.  B.  166.  See  Jones  v.  Marshall,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P.  229  ;  2  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
615,  S.  C. 

2  In  re  Douglas,  3  Q.  B.  837,  per  Ld.  Denman  ;  R.  v.  Blake,  4  B.  &  Ad.  355; 
2  N.  &  M.  312,  S.  C. 

'  Goodwin  v.  Lordon,  1  A.  &  E.  378 ;  3  N.  &  M.  879  ;  2  Dowl.  504, 
S.  C;  Hare  v.  Hyde,  16  Q.  B.  394;  Anon.,  1  Dowl.  157;  Buckmaster  v. 
Cox,  2  Ir.  Law  Eep.  101 ;  Jacobs  v.  Ja<!obs,  3  Dowl.  677  ;  In  re  Douglas,  3 
Q.  B.  838. 

*  Callous  V.  Sherry,  Ale.  &  Nap.  125  ;  Kelly  v.  Barnewall,  Cooke  &  Ale. 
94  ;  "Williams  v.  Steele,  4  Law  Eec.,  1st  Ser.  169  ;  Bahington  v.  Mahony,  5 
Law  Eec.,  2nd  Ser.  232,  n. 

*  Att.-Gen.  v.  Skinners'  Co.,  1  Coop.  1  ;  Kimpton  v.  Lond.  &  N.  "West.  Ey. 
Co.,  9  Ex.  E.  766;  Randall  v.  Gurney,  3  B.  &  A.  252  ;  1  Chit.  E.  679,  S.  C.; 
Ex  p.   Clarke,  2  Dea.  &  C.  99  ;  Ex  p.  Burt,  2  Mon.  D.  &  D.   666  ;  "Walker 
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to  interfere,  the  person  arrested  may  seek  relief  from  the  other  ; ' 
and  it  would  even  seem,  that,  without  applying  to  either  of  these 
courts,  the  arrested  party  may  obtain  his  discharge  by  causing 
himself  to  be  brought  by  habeas  corpus  before  any  one  of  the 
superior  judges  at  chambers.^  Indeed  this  last  appears  to  be  the 
proper  course  to  pursue,  whenever  the  witness  has  been  actually 
lodged  in  gaol  before  the  trial,  and  is  made  to  appear  in  court  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum.  The  judge  at 
Nisi  Prius  will  in  such  case  decline  to  interfere,  as  he  has  no 
means  of  ascertaining  whether  any  other  grounds  of  detention  exist.' 
Inferior  tribunals, — such  as  the  Quarter  Sessions,*  Arbitrators,*  or 
the  SherifPs  Courts,^ — have  no  power  to  discharge  arrested  persons, 
unless  they  be  arrested  in  the  very  face  of  the  court; '  and  there- 
fore, if  a  witness  be  taken  into  custody  while  attending  these  tri- 
bunals, he  must  have  recourse  to  the  superior  court  out  of  which 
the  process  issued. 

§  1338.  In  actions  depending  in  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  I  1206 
High  Court,  the  motion  may  be  made  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  though  the  cause,  in  attending  which  the  person  was  arrested, 
has  been  set  down  for  hearing  in  the  list  of  one  of  the  other 
judges.'  The  Houses  of  Parliament  will,  of  their  own  authority, 
respectively  discharge  all  persons  duly  arrested,  while  attending 
before  sucih  Houses,  or  before  committees  of  either  House; '  but  wit- 


V.  "Webb,  3  Anstr.  941 ;  Selby  v.  Hills,  8  Bing.  166;  Bours  v.  Tuckerman,  7 
Johns.  538. 

^  Eandall  v.  Gurney,  3  B.  &  A.  255,  per  Bailey,  J. 

^  Ex.  p.  Tillotson,  1  Stark.  R.  470,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Towers  v. 
Newton,  1  Q:  B.  319,  320,  per  Eolfe,  B.,  after  consulting  Parke,  B.  See 
Newton  v.  Constable,  2  Q.  B.  163,  n.  6. 

'  Astbury  u  Belbin,  3  C.  &  Kir.  20,  per  Ld.  Campbell. 

*  Clerk  V.  Molineux,  T.  Eay.  100;  1  Lev.  159;  1  Sid.  268;  1  Keb.  845, 
S.  C.  ^  Walters  v.  Eees,  4  Moore,  36. 

"  Id. ;  Wilson  v.  Sheriffs  of  London,  Brownl.  1. 1,  p.  15. 
'  Wilson  V.  Sheriffs  of  London,  Brownl.  1.  1,  p.  15. 

*  Ahearne  v.  M'Guire,  2  Ir.  Eq.  E.  437;  Mahon  v.  Mahon,  id.  440.  But  see 
Newton  v.  Askew,  6  Hare,  321,  per  Wigram,  V.-C. 

*  May,  L.  of  Pari.  149 — 151,  but  the  party  arrested  may  apply,  if  he  think 
fit,  to  the  court  out  of  which  the  process  issued;   Att.-G.  «.  Skinners'  Co. 

1  Coop.  1. 
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nesses  summoned  to  give  evidence  before  military,  marine,  or  naval 
courts-martial,  must,  in  the  event  of  their  arrest,  apply  by  affidavit 
for  their  discharge  either  to  the  court  out  pf  which  the  process 
issued,  or  if  such  court  be  not  sitting,  to  some  judge  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  Division  in  England  or  Ireland,  or  to  the  Court  of 
Session  in  Scotland,  or  to  the  courts  of  law  in  the  East  or  West 
Indies,  or  elsewhere,  as  the  case  shall  require." 


§  1339.  It  does  not  appear  to  be  yet  clearly  determined,  within  i  1207 
what  time  the  motion  for  discharge  must  be  made,  or  how  far  the 
witness  arrested  may  waive  his  protection.  In  America,  where 
the  protection  is  regarded  as  a  personal  privilege,  the  party 
arrested  may  waive  it;  and  if  he  willingly  submits  to  be  taken 
into  custody,  he  cannot  afterwards  object  to  the  imprisonment  as 
unlawful.^  In  Ireland  the  privilege  is  considered  as  bestowed  for 
the  good  of  the  public;  but  there  also  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
application  for  discharge  must  be  made  without  delay.'  In  this 
country  the  courts'  hold,  as  in  Ireland,  that  the  privilege  is  not  the 
privilege  of  the  person  attending  the  court,  but  of  the  court  which 
he  attends,  it  being  established  for  the  benefit  of  the  suitors  and 
the  advancement  of  justice;*  and  they,  consequently,  appear  to 
have  considered  that  a  prisoner  cannot,  by  laches,  preclude  himself 
from  taking  advantage  of  the  illegality  of  his  arrest;  and  that  it  is 
immaterial  what  interval  may  have  been  allowed  to  elapse  between 
the  arrest  and  the  application  for  discharge,  unless,  perhaps,  in  a 
case  where  the  interests  of  another  party  have  been  prejudiced  by 
the  delay.*  The  allowance,  towever,  or  the  disallowance  of  the 
privilege,  is  always  discretionary ;  it  is  sometimes,  therefore,  clogged 


*  See  40  &  41  V.,  c.  7,  §  13;  id.  c.  8,  I  18;  29  &  30  V.,  c.  109,  ?  66. 
'  Brown  v.  Getchell,  11  Mass.  11,  14;  Geyer  v.  Irwin,  4  Dall.  107. 
'  In  re  ,  3  Ir.  Law  R.  301. 

*  Anon.,  1  Dowl.  158,  per  Parke,  J.;  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Q.  B.  393,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J. ;   Cameron  v.  Lightfoot,  2  "W.  Bl.  1193,  per  De  Grey,  C.  J. 

*  "Webb  V.  Taylor,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  684—687,  per  Patteson,  J.  In  that  case 
23  days  had  elapsed.  Andrews  v.  Martin,  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  372,  per  Willes, 
J.  There  the  application  was  delayed  for  six  months.  See  Greenshield  v. 
Pritchard,  8  M.  &  W.  148,  where  after  the  lapse  of  a  year,  the  court  refused 
to  interfere,  though  the  party  had  been  arrested  under  void  process. 
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with  conditions;'  and  it  has  been  disallowed  in  collusive,  as  well  as 
vexatious,  actions.^ 


§  1340.  It  is  now  finally  decided  that  no  action  is  maintainable  ?  1208 
against  the  sheriff  or  his  officer  for  arresting  a  person  while  attend- 
ing court  as  a  witness;  and  this,  too,  though  it  be  alleged  and 
proved  that  the  arrest  was  made  maliciously,  and  with  ample 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances.^  It  is  also  equally  clear,  that  an 
action  of  trespass  will  not  lie  against  the  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor, 
who  in  such  a  case  has  intrusted  the  sheriff  with  the  writ;*  neither 
will  they  be  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case,  if  they  have  enforced 
the  execution  of  the  process  without  full  knowledge  of  the  privilege 
of  the  witness.^  Whether  the  fact  of  knowledge  and  the  proof  of 
actual  malice  will  make  any  difference  in  the  position  of  the  parties, 
may  admit  of  much  doubt;  for,  although  it  has  been  held  at  Nisi 
Prius,  that  under  these  circumstances  an  action  on  the  case  is 
maintainable,^  this  ruling  is  scarcely  reconcilable  with  the  doctrines 
since  laid  down  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Magney  v.  Burt.' 
If  a  witness,  who  has  been  improperly  arrested,  obtains  an  order 
from  the  court  for  his  discharge,  and  the  sheriff  afterwards  dis- 
obeys this  order,  an  action  of  trespass  may,  as  it  seems,  be  brought 
against  the  officer;  for  the  further  detention  of  the  witness,  without 
the  authority  of  any  writ  to  justify  it,  would  become  a  new  trespass 
and  false  imprisonment,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been 
a  new  caption.' 

§  1341.  Although  the  witness  arrested  has  no  remedy  by  action,    g  i209 
the  party  arresting  him  maliciously,  and  with  a  knowledge  of  the 


1  Andrews  v.  Martin,  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  371. 

'  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Q.  B.  393;  Cameron  v.  Lightfoot,  3  W.  Bl.  1193;  Anon., 
11  Mod.  79. 

2  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Q.  B.  381;  1  D.  &  M.  652,  S.  C;  Cameron  v.  Lightfoot, 
3  W.  Bl.  1190;  Tarlton  v.  Fisher,  2  Doug.  671. 

'  Yearsley  v.  Heane,  14  M.  &  "W.  323;  Ewart  v.  Jones,  id.  774. 

=  Stokes  V.  White,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  323;  4  Tyr.  786,  S.  C. 

^  Whalley  v.  Pepper,  7  C.  &  P.  506,  per  Littledale,  J.     See  Ewart  v.  Jones, 
14  M.  &  W.  786,  per  Pollock,  B. :  sed  qu. 

'  5  Q.  B.  381;  1  D.  &  M.  652,  S.  C.     See  also,  Vandevelde  v.  Lluellin,  1 
Keb.  230  "  5  Q.  B.  395,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 
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existence  of  his  privilege,  will  not  be  free  from  punishment;  for  he 
may  still  have  an  attachment  awarded  against  him  for  contempt  of 
court.'  On  the  same  principle,  the  preventing,  or  using  any  means 
to  prevent,  a  witness  duly  summoned  from  attending  codrt,  is 
punishable  as  a  contempt,^  and  so  also  is  the  use  of  threatening 
language  to  any  person  cognizant  of  facts  in  issue  in  a  suit,  with  the 
view  of  preventing  him  from  giving  testimony  at  the  hearing.'  Again, 
any  public  and  calumnious  attack  on  persons  who  are  expected  to 
be  witnesses  in  a  pending  trial,  is  a  contempt  of  the  highest  order 
as  tending  to  pollute  the  source  of  justice;*  and  any  endeavour  to 
intimidate  a  witness  from  giving  evidence  for  the  Crown  in  a  pro- 
secution, is  indictable  as  a  misdemeanor.'  It  will  also  perhaps  be 
deemed  a  contempt,  to  serve  a  writ  of  summons  upon  a  witness  in 
the  immediate  or  constructive  presence  of  the  court ;°  though  a 
vrrit  so  served  cannot  be  set  aside  for  irregularity.' 


>  Cameron  v.  Lightfoot,  2  W.  Bl.  1193,  1194;  Vandevelde  v.  Llnelliu,  1  Keb. 
220;  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Q.  B.  394,  per  Tiridal,  C.  J. 

^  Com.  V.  Feely,  2  Virg.  Cas.  1. 

'  Shaw  V.  Shaw,  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  35,  per  Cresswell,  J.  O.;  2  Swab.  & 
Trist.  517,  S.  C.  '  R  v.  Onslow  &  Whalley,  12  Cox,  358. 

^  E.  V.  Lougbran,  1  Crawf.  &  D.,  C.  C.  79,  per  Burton,  J.  See,  also,  27  G. 
3,  c.  15,  ?  8,  Ir. 

^  Cole  V.  Hawkins,  Andr.  275 ;  2  Str.  1094,  S.  C. ;  commented  on  in  Poole  v. 
Gould,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  250;  1  H.  &  N.  100,  S.  C.  See,  also.  Blight  v.  Fisher,  1 
Pet.  C.  C.  R.  41;  Miles  v.  M'Cullogh,  1  Binn.  77. 

*  Poole  V.  Gould,  25  L.  J.,  Ex.  250;  1  H.  &  N.  99,  S.  C. 
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CHAPTEE  II. 

COMPETENCY   OF    WITNESSES.' 

§  1342.''  Although,  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  temptations  §  3310 
to  practice  deceit  may  be  comparatively  few,  and  therefore  men  may 
in  general  be  disposed  to  rely  upon  the  statements  of  each  other; 
yet,  in  judicial  investigations,  the  motives  to  pervert  the  truth  are 
so  greatly  multiplied,  that  if  statements  were  belived  in  courts  of 
justice  with  the  same  indiscriminating  credulity  as  in  private  life, 
much  wrong  would  unquestionably  be  done.  The  danger  of  in- 
justice arising  from  this  cause,  which  doubtless  should  induce  both 
judges  and  juries  to  watch  with  cautious  suspicion  the  evidence  laid 
before  them,  especially  when  it  comes  from  an  interested  or  polluted 
source,  has,  till  modern  times,  been  thought  to  justify  the  observ- 
ance of  rules,  by  virtue  of  which  large  and  numerous  classes  of 
persons  were  rendered  incompetent  witnesses,  and  their  testimony 
was  uniformly  excluded. 

§  1343.  If  these  rules  of  exclusion  had  been  really  founded,  as  ?  1211 
they  purported  to  be,  on  public  experience,  they  would  have  fur- 
nished a  most  revolting  picture  of  the  ignorance  and  depravity  of 
human  nature.  In  rejecting  the  evidence  of  parties  to  the  record 
and  other  interested  witnesses,  the  law  acted  on  the  presumption, 
not  only  that  such  persons,  sooner  than  make  a  statement  which 
might  prejudice  themselves,  would  commit  deliberate  perjury,  but 
that,  if  they  did  so,  juries  would  be  incapable  of  detecting  the 
falsehood.  A  more  baseless  calumny  upon  the  veracity  of  witnesses 
and  the  intelligence  of  juries  cannot  well  be  imagined.     So,  also. 


■ ''  The  question  of  competency,  though  involving  facts,  is  one  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court  alone.     See  ante,  §  23. 
^  Gr.  Ev.  §  326,  in  great  part,  as  to  first  seven  lines. 
20  LAW  OF  EVID. — v.  III.  (4007) 
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the  disqualification  of  a  witness,  which  followed  his  conviction  of 
an  infamous  crime,  rested  on  the  equally  fallacious  assumption,  that 
having  been  once  guilty  of  a  dereliction  of  duty,  he  would  ever 
after  be  regardless  of  truth,  even  though  he  should  have  no  private 
interest  to  serve.  It  is  true  that  in  the  present  century,  the  palpable 
injustice  which  a  strict  adherence  to  these  rules  was  found  to  cause, 
and  the  consequent  growing  disposition  of  the  judges  to  narrow,  as 
far  as  possible,  their  efPect,  and  to  convert  questions  of  competency 
into  questions  of  credibility,  occasioned  the  introduction  of  many 
exceptions;  still  the  rules,.subject  to  these  exceptions,  continued  to 
prevail  in  our  courts  of  justice,  and  the  very  exceptions,  which  were 
intended  to  limit  their  operation,  became  in  their  turn  productive 
of  frequent  injustice.  The  difficulty  of  deciding  whether  any  par- 
ticular witness  fell  within  the  rule  or  the  exception  was  so  great, 
and  the  consequences  of  an  erroneous  decision  were  so  costly  and 
harassing,  that  little  practical  benefit  resulted  from  the  change. 
If,  relying  on  the  opinion  of  the  judge  that  a  certain  important 
witness  was  competent  to  testify,  a  party  determined  upon  calling 
him,  and  was  thus  enabled,  in  the  first  instance,  to  establish  a  just 
or  to  resist  an  unjust,  claim,  it  frequently  happened  that  the  court 
above  differed  in  opinion  with  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial; 
the  consequence  of  which  was  that  the  verdict  was  set  aside 
without  any  regard  to  the  real  merits  of  the  case,  and  the  party 
who  had  obtained  it  was  driven,  at  a  large  expense,  and  to  his 
infinite  annoyance,  to  seek  for  a  second  verdict,  perhaps  equally 
inconclusive. 


§  1344.  Jeremy  Bentham,  in  the  reign  of  Geo.  IV.,  in  vain  j  1212 
undertook  to  expose  the  abuses  of  this  system,  and  ventured  to 
assert  that,  if  the  discovery  of  truth  were  the  end  of  the  rules  of 
evidence,  and  sagacity  consisted  in  the  adaptation  of  means  to  ends, 
the  sagacity  displayed  by  the  sages  of  the  law  in  defining  these 
rules  was  as  much  below  the  level  of  that  displayed  by  an  illiterate 
peasant  or  mechanic  in  the  bosom  of  his  family,  as  in  the  line  of 
physical  science,  the  sagacity  shown  by  the  peasant  was  to  that 
evinced  by  a  Newton.^     Lawyers  wedded  to  a  system,  which  they 


1  1  Benth.  Ev.  6. 
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arrogantly  deemed  the  perfection  of  reason,  listened  with  impatience 
to  arguments,  which,  if  adopted,  would  compel  them  to  unlearn 
the  lessons  of  their  youth ;  while  the  uninitiated,  for  the  most  part, 
regarded  the  controversy  with  indifference,  as  though,  forsooth,  it 
related  to  a  subject  in  which  they  had  no  interest,  or  else  refrained 
from  expressing,  if  not  from  forming,  an  opinion  upon  matters, 
respecting  which  they  felt  themselves  incompetent  to  decide.  The 
fact  is,  that,  when  Mr.  Bentham's  work  on  Evidence  first  made  its 
appearance,  the  world  in  general  regarded  the  author  as  a  gentleman 
who  delighted  in  paradox  and  wrote  bad  English,  while  in  the  judg- 
ment of  even  the  discerning  few,  this  great  apostle  of  judicial 
reform  ranked  a  little  higher  than  an  ingenious  theorist.  But 
truth,  though  long  discountenanced,  will  at  length  prevail;  and 
thus,  by  little  and  little,  Mr.  Bentham's  opinions  were  at  first  can- 
vassed, then  recognised  as  correct,'  and  finally,  in  a  great  measure, 
adopted  by  the  Legislature. 

§  1345.  The  first  blow  aimed  at  the  old  law  of  incompetency 
was  dealt  in  the  year  1883  by  the  Act  of  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42, 
which  by  §§  26  and  27^  enacted,  in  substance,  that  no  witness 
should  thenceforth  be  incompetent  to  testify  in  any  action,  simply 
because  the  judgment  would  be  evidence  for  or  against  himself;  but 
that,  in  the  event  of  his  being  examined,  the  judgment  should  not 
be  thus  used,  and  his  name  should  be  indorsed  on  the  record  so  as 
to  furnish  proof  of  his  having  given  evidence.. 

§  1346.  These  sections  were,  in  1840,  re-enacted  in  an  Irish  g  i214 
statute;'  and  by  furnishing  a  simple  method  for  restoring  the 
competency  of  witnesses,  who  were  only  so  far  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  action,  that  the  record  might  in  a  subsequent  suit  be 
evidence  for  or  against  themselves,  they  effected  a  material  amend- 
ment in  the  then  existing  law,  and  were  hailed  by  the  converts  to 


'  See  1  Ph.  Ev.  42 — 44,  where  the  arguments  for  and  against  the  rule  which 
excluded  witnesses  on  account  of  interest  are  very  fairly  stated. 
■    ^  These  sects,  were  repealed  by  37  &  38  V.,  c.  35. 

'  3  &  4  v.,  c.  105,  U  51,  52,  Ir.;  now  repealed  by  16  &  17  V.,  c.  113,  ?  3, 
and  Sch.  A. ;  and  again  by  38  &  39  V.,  c.  66. 
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Mr.  Bentliain'B  philosophy,  as  the  harbingers  of  a  far  more  exten- 
sive change.  It  was  not,  however,  till  the  session  of  1843  that  the 
hopes  of  these  advocates  of  reform  were  destined  to  be  realised, 
when  a  bill,  brought  into  the  House  of  Lords  by  Lord  Denman, 
was  after  considerable  discussion  passed  into  an  Act.' 


§  1347.  This  Act, — after  stating  in  the  preamble  that  "  whereas  j  1215 
the  inquiry  after  truth  in  courts  of  justice  is  often  obstructed  by 
incapacities  created  by  the  present  law,  and  it  is  desirable  that 
full  information  as  to  the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal  and  in 
civil  cases,  should  be  laid  before  the  persons  who  are  appointed 
to  decide  upon  them,  and  that  such  persons  should  exercise  their 
judgment  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  adduced  and  on  the  truth 
of  their  testimony;" — enacts,  that  "  no  person  ofFered  as  a  witness 
shall  hereafter  be  excluded,  by  reason  of  incapacity  from  crime  or 
interest,^  from  giving  evidence  either  in  person  or  by  deposition. 


1  6  &  7  v.,  c.  85,  passed  22  Aug.  1843. 

^  It  deserves  notice  that  progressive  changes  in  the  Scotch  law  of  compe- 
tency have  also  been  effected  of  late  years.  In  1840,  the  Act  of  3  &  4  V.,  c. 
59,  was  passed,  which  enacts,  In  I  1,  that  "it  shall,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
be  no  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  any  witness,  that  he  or  she  is  the 
father  or  mother,  or  son  or  daughter,  or  brother  or  sister,  by  consanguinity  or 
affinity,  or  uncle  or  aunt,  or  nephew  or  niece,  by  consanguinity,  of  any  party 
adducing  such  witness  in  any  action,  cause,  prosecution,  or  other  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, civil  or  criminal;  nor  shall  it  be  competent  to  any  witness  to  decline 
to  be  examined  and  give  evidence  on  the  ground  of  any  such  relationship." 
This  was  followed  in  1852  by  th&  Act  of  15  &  16  V.,  c.  27,  which  contains, 
among  others,  the  following  enactments  :— 

I  1.  "No  person  adduced  as  a  witness  in  Scotland  before  any  court,  or 
before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  take 
evidence,  shall  be  excluded  from  giving  evidence  by  reason  of  having  been 
convicted  of  or  having  suffered  punishment  for  crime,  or  by  reason  of  interest, 
or  by  reason  of  agency,  or  of  partial  counsel,  or  by  reason  of  having  appeared 
without  citation,  or  by  reason  of  having  been  precognosced  subsequently  to 
the  date  of  citation ;  but  every  person  so  adduced,  who  is  not  otherwise  by 
law  disqualified  from  giving  evidence,  shall  be  admissible  as  a  witness,  and 
shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  as  aforesaid,  notwithstanding  of  any  objec- 
tions offered  on  the  above-mentioned  grounds:  Provided  always,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  affect  the  right  of  any  party  in  the  action  or  proceed- 
ing in  which  such  witness  shall  be  adduced  to  examine  him  on  any  point 
tending  to  affect  his  credibility  :  Provided,  also,  that  it  shall  not  be  competent 
to  adduce  as  a  witness  in  any  action  or  proceeding  any  person,  who  shall  at 
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according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  the  trial  of  any  issue 
joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry  arising  in 
any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  in  any  court  or 
before   any   judge,    jury,  sheriff,    coroner,    magistrate,    officer,    or 

the  time  when  he  is  so  adduced  as  a  witness  be  acting  as  agent  in  the  action 
or  proceeding  in  which  he  is  so  adduced,  excepting  in  so  far  as  the  same  may 
be  competent  by  the  existing  law  and  practice  of  Scotland;  and  -where  any 
person  who  is  or  has  been  an  agent  shall  be  adduced  and  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness for  his  client,  touching  any  matter  or  thing,  to  prove  which  he  could  not 
competently  have  been  adduced  and  examined  according  to  the  existing  law 
and  practice  of  Scotland,  it  shall  not  be  competent  to  the  party  adducing  such 
witness  to  object,  on  the  ground  of  confidentiality,  to  aily  question  proposed 
to  be  put  to  such  witness  on  matter  pertinent  to  the  issue. 

?  2.  "It  shall  be  competent  to  adduce  and  to  examine  as  a  witness  as 
aforesaid  in  any  action  or  proceeding  any  party  to  such  action  or  proceed- 
ing, even  although  individually  named  in  the  record  or  proceeding,  unless  it 
shall  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  or  of  the  person  having 
authority  to  take  evidence  as  aforesaid,  that  such  party  has  a  substantial 
interest  in  such  action  or  proceeding,  and  is  not  merely  nominally  a  party 
thereto." 

In  1853,  so  much  of  ?  1  of  this  Act  as  renders  agents  incompetent  witnesses, 
and  the  whole  of?  2,  were  repealed  by  16  &  17  V.,  c.  20,  and  it  was  further 
enacted  as  follows: — 

?  3.  "It  shall  be  competent  to  adduce  and  examine  as  a  witness  in  any 
action  or  proceeding  in  Scotland  any  party  to  such  action  or  proceeding,  or 
the  husband  and  wife  of  any  party,  whether  he  or  she^  shall  be  individually 
named  in  the  record  or  proceeding  or  not;  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
render  any  person,  or  the  husband  or  wife  of  any  person,  who  in  any  criminal 
proceeding  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  any  indictable  offence,  or  any 
offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give 
evidence  for  or  against  himself  or  herself,  his  wife  or  her  husband,  excepting 
in  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  at  present  competent  by  the  law  and  practice 
of  Scotland;  or  shall  render  any  person  compellable  to  answer  any  question 
tending  to  criminate  himself  or  herself,  or  shall  in  any  proceeding  render  any 
husband  competent  or  compellable  to  give  against  his  wife  evidence  of  any 
matter  communicated  by  her  to  him  during  the  marriage,  or  any  wife  com- 
petent or  compellable  to  give  against  her  husband  evidence  of  any  matter 
communicated  by  him  to  her  during  the  marriage. 

I  4.  "  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  apply  to  any  action,  suit,  or  proceed- 
ing instituted  in  Scotland  in  consequence  of  adultery  or  for  dissolving  any 
marriage,  or  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  or  in  any  action  of  declarator  of 
marriage,  nullity  of  marriage,  putting  to  silence,  legitimacy,  or  bastardy, 
or  in  any  action  of  adherence  or  separation. 

?  5.  "  The  adducing  of  any  party  as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or  proceeding 
hy  the  adverse  party  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  a  reference  to  the  oath  of 
the  party  so  adduced:  Provided  always,  that  it  shall  not  be  competent  to  any 
party,  who  has  called  and  examined  the  opposite  party  as  a  witness,  thereafter 
to  refer  the  cause  or  any  part  of  it  to  his  oath,  and  that  in  all  other  respects 
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person  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  bear, 
receive,  and  examine  evidence;  but  that  every  person  so  offered 
may  and  shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn 
affirmation  in  those  cases  wherein  affirmation  is  by  law  receivable, 
notwithstanding  that  such  person  may  or  shall  have  an  interest 
in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue, 
matter,  question,  or  injury,'  or  of  the  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  in 
which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstanding  that  sach 
person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted  of 
any  crime^  or  offence:"  [Provided  that  this  Act  shall  not  render 
competent  any  party  to  any  suit,  action ,  or  proceeding,  inividually 
named  in  the  record,  or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of 
premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  the  landlord  or 
other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make 

the  right  of  reference  to  oath  shall  remain  as  at  present  established  by  the 
law  and  practice  of  Scotland."  (As  to  when  such  reference  may  be  had,  see 
Long  worth  or  Yelverton  v.  Yelverton,  1  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  Sc.  218.) 

?  6.  "Nothing  herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  the  authority  or  prac- 
tice of  the  courts  in  Scotland  as  to  judicial  examination." 

In  1874  a  further  change  took  place  in  the  law.  §  4  of  the  last-named  Act 
was  repealed  by  37  &  38  V.,  c.  64,  ?  1,  and  It  was  enacted  by  §  2  that  "the 
parties  to  any  proceeding  instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  and  the  hus- 
bands and  wives  of  such  parties,  shall  be  competent  to  give  evidence  in  such 
proceeding;  provided  that  no  witness  in  any  proceeding,  whether  a  party  to 
the  suit  or  not,  shall  be  liable  to  be  asked  or  bound  to  answer  any  question 
tending  to  show  that  he  or  she  has  been  guilty  of  adultery,  unless  such  wit- 
ness shall  already  have  given  evidence  in  the  same  proceeding  in  disproof  of 
his  or  her  alleged  adultery." 

'  /S/e  in  the  printed  statute.     Qu.  "inquiry." 

^  Mr.  J.  Lush  is  reported  to  have  ruled,  that,  notwithstanding  these  words, 
a  person  under  sentence  of  death  is  Incapable  of  being  a  witness,  E.  v.  Webb, 
11  Cox,  133.  Sed  qu.  See  E.  v.  Fitzgerald,  tried  in  Dublin,  6th  Nov.,  1884, 
when  Harrison,  J.,  declined  to  recognise,  E.  v.  Webb,  as  a  safe  precedent,  and 
admitted  the  evidence  of  the  convict  Delany. 

'  Independent  of  this  Act,  witnesses  are  competent,  though  not  compellable, 
to  testify  to  their  own  turpitude;  as  for  instance,  to  admit  that  their  former 
oaths  were  corruptly  false,  E.  v.  Teal,  11  East,  309;  Eands  v.  Thomas,  5  M.  & 
Sel.  224;  or  to  prove  that  notes,  to  which  they  had  given  credit  and  currency 
by  their  signatures,  have  been  fraudulently  concocted  by  them.  Jordaine  v. 
Lashbrooke,  7  T.  E.  601,  overruling  Walton  v.  Shelley,  1  T.  E.  296.  In  fact, 
the  maxim  of  the  civil  law,  "  nemo  allegans  suam  tnrpitudlnem  est  audiendus, " 
is  not  recognised  in  English  courts  of  justice:  and  the  decisions  of  Jefferies, 
C.  J.,  and  Legge,  B.,  who  are  both  reported  to  have  rejected  witnesses,  when 
called  to  prove  that  they  had  perjured  themselves  on  some  former  occasion, 
are  no  longer  of  any  authority.  See  Titus  Gates'  case,  10  How.  St.  Tr.  1185, 
1186;  and  Eliz.  Canning's  case,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  632. 
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cognizance,  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual 
behalf  any  action  may  he  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,']  or  [the  husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively;^] 
Provided  also  that  this  Act  shall  not  repeal  any  provision  [in  the 
New  Will  Act] : '  Provided  that  in  Courts  of  Equity  any  defendant  to 
any  cause  pending  in  any  such  court,  may  be  examined  as  a  witness 
on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  any  co-defendant  in  any  such 
cause,  saving  just  exceptions;  and  that  any  interest  which  such 
defendant,  so  to  be  examined,  may  have  in  the  matters,  or  in  any 
of  the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause,  shall  not  be  deemed  a  just 
exception  to  the  testimony  of  such  defendant,  but  shall  only  be 
considered  as  affecting,  or  tending  to  affect,  the  credit  of  such 
defendant  as  a  witnees." 


§  1348.  It  will  be  seen  that,  by  the  provisoes  here  introduced,  ?  1216 
some  few  exceptions  were  engrafted  on  the  general  rule,  that  no 
interested  witness  should  be  incompetent  to  give  evidence;  and 
so  far  the  triumph  of  Mr.  Bentham's  proposition,  that  "  in  the 
character  of  objections  to  competency  no  objections  ought  to  be 
allowed,"  *  failed  to  be  complete.  A  brighter  prospect,  however, 
was  soon  about  to  dawn;  and  in  1846,  the  Legislature, — while  estab- 
lishing the  County  Courts  by  the  Act  of  9  &  10  V.,  c.  95, — had  the 
courage  to  enact,  that  "  on  the  hearing  or  trial  of  any  action,  or  on 
any  other  proceeding  under  this  Act,  the  parties  thereto,  their  wives 
and  all  other  persons,  may  be  examined  either  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  upon  oath  or  solemn  affirmation."  *  After 
the  wisdom  of  this  great  alteration  in  the  law  had  been  tested  and 
thoroughly  proved  by  the  experience  of  five  years,  a  final  effort  was 


'  The  words  within  brackets  were  repealed  by  14  &  15  "V.,  c.  99,  §  1.  See 
post,  ?  1349. 

''  The  words  within  brackets  were  repealed  by  16  &  17  V.,  c.  83,  g  4.  See 
post,  ?  1352. 

»  7  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  26,  U  14—17. 

*  1  Benth.  Ev.  3. 

5  ?  83.  See  also  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  75,  §  36,  and  14  &  15  V.,  c.  57,  ?  102, 
which  enabled  parties  to  appeal  to  the  oaths  of  their  opponents  in  the  Irish 
Civil  Bill  Courts. 
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made  by  Lord  Brougham  to  induce  Parliament  to  carry  out  the 
principle  to  its  legitimate  extent.  This  effort  was  crowned  with 
almost  entire  success;  and  the  statute  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99,  having 
received  the  Royal  assent  in  August,  1851,  came  into  operation  in 
the  following  September.^ 


§  1349.  The  first  three  sections  of  this  Act,  which  relate  to  the   ?  1217 
competency  of  witnesses,  are  as  follows: — 

"  I.  So  much  of  §  1  of  the  Act  of  6  &  7  V.,  c.  85,  as  provides 
that  the  said  Act  shall  'not  render  competent  any  party  to  any 
suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually  named  in  the  record,  or 
any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to  be  re- 
covered in  ejectment,  or  the  landlord  or  other  person  in  whose 
right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make  cognizance,  or  any 
person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  any  action  may 


'  ?  20.  This  statute  was  prepared  by  the  author  of  the  present  work,  who 
originally  submitted  it  to  Ld.  Denman,  and  after  obtaining  his  sanction  to  the 
alterations  proposed,  intrusted  it  to  Ld.  Brougham.  It  was  first  introduced 
into  the  House  of  Lords  in  1849,  but  it  was  not  pressed  forward  during  that 
or  the  following  year,  in  consequence  of  the  threatened  opposition  of  Sir  J. 
Jervis,  the  then  Whig  Attorney-General. 

As  attempts  have  been  made  in  some  quarters  to  deprive  the  author  of  the 
credit  claimed  by  him  in  this  note,  he  has  thought  it  right,  in  self-defence, 
to  publish  an  extract  from  a  characteristic  letter  written  to  him  by  Lord 
Brougham,  which,  it  is  hoped,  will  appease  the  Demon  of  Detraction,  and 
settle  the  question  for  the  future.  The  extract  is  as  follows: — "  My  dear  P.  T. 
— 1000  congratulations.  I  have  also  congratulated  A.-G."  [that  is.  Sir  A. 
Cockburn,  the  then  Att.-Gen.,  who  promoted  the  Bill -in  the  Commons],  "and 
he  deserves  great  credit.  He  has  done  it  manfully.  But  really,  after  all,  I 
regard  Yoa  as  the  Legislature  on  this  occasion,  and  so  you  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered.  The  letter  of  Denman,  in  which  he  extolled  you  "  [this  refers  to  a 
letter  he  had  mentioned  in  a  former  note],  "was  in  answer  to  one  from  me 
saying  that,  if  we  succeeded,  we  owed  it  to  you — ^your  learning  and  zeal, 
judgment  and  perseverance, — in  which  he  fully  agreed.  It  is  really  a  solid 
victory,  and  I  think  we  must  now  (i.  e.,  after  it  is  passed  on  Monday,  and  also 
after  the  amendments  are  swallowed  by  Jonathan  "  [Lord  Chancellor  Truro,] 
"  and  Cranworth — or  given  up  by  the  Com., — till  then  we  are  not  safe),  begin 
to  show  what  has  not  yet  been  at  all  made  known, — (I  wrote  from  Cannes 
.warning  against  premattirely  disclosing  what  would  d — ^n  the  Bill), — I  mean 
the  revolution  it  will  make  in  judicature,  and  even  in  jurisprudence, — as  well 
as  in  the  moral  condition  of  society." 
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be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  part,'  is  hereby 
.repealed." ' 

,  "  II.  On  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  ques- 
iion,  or  any  inquiry  arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before 'any  person  having  by 
law,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence,  the  parties  thereto,  and  the  persons  in  whose 
behalf  any  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  may  be  brought 
or  defended,  shall,  except  as  hereinafter  excepted,  be  com- 
petent and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  either  viva  voce  or  by 
deposition,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  behalf  of 
either  or  any  of  the  parties  to  the  said  suit,  action,  or  other 
proceeding." 

"III.  But  nothing  herein  contained  shall  render  any  person, 
who  in  anj  criminal  proceeding  is  charged  with  the  commission 
of  any  indictable  offence  or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary 
conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or 
against  himself  or  herself,  or  shall  render  any  person  compellable 
to  answer  any  question  tending  to  criminate  himself  or  herself,^ 
or  shall  in  any  criminal  proceeding  render  any  husband  com- 
petent or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or 
any  wife  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against 
her  husband." 


'  It  will  be  observed  that  this  section  repeals  the  whole  of  the  first  proviso 
in  ?  1  of  Ld.  Denman's  Act,  excepting  the  words  at  the  end  of  it,  "or  the 
husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively.''^  These  words  are  repealed  now 
by  37  &  38  v.,  c.  96,  and  also  by  16  &  17  V.,  c.  83,  §  4. 

^  The  proviso  contained  in  this  last  line  and  a  half  was  most  injudiciously 
introduced  into  the  Act  by  the  House  of  Lords  at  the  pressing  instance  of  Ld. 
.Truro.  As  Ld.  Campbell  pointed  out  at  the  time,  it  is  merely  calculated  to 
raise  doubts  where  none  should  exist.  By  the  general  law  of  the  land,  every 
witness  is  protected  from  answering  questions,  where  the  answer  would  tend 
either  to  criminate  himself,  or  to  expose  him  to  any  penalty,  forfeiture,  or 
•ecclesiastical  censure ;  and  as  the  Act  simply  makes  parties  witnesses,  it  is 
.obvious  that,  without  any  special  enactment,  they  might  have  claimed  the 
same  protection  as  all  other  persons  under  examination.  But  how  stands  the 
matter  now  ?  the  Act  states  that  they  cannot  be  forced  to  criminate  them- 
selves. Good  ;  but.  can  they  be  compelled  to  disclose  what  will  render  them 
liable  to  penalties,  forfeitures,  or  spiritual  reprimands  ?  Is  the  maxim,  ''ex- 
pressum  facit  cessare  taciturn"  to  apply,  or  can  the  party  give  the  go-by  to 
the  statute,  and  rest  on  the  common  law  ? 
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The  4th  Section  ran  ttus  :^"  Nothing  herein  contained  shall 
apply  to  any  action,  suit,  proceeding,  or  bill,  in  any  court  of  common 
law,  or  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  or  in  either  House  of  Parliament, 
instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  or  to  any  action  for  breach  of 
promise  of  marriage."  * 


§  1350.  Although  at  the  time  when  these  sections  first  came  §  1218 
into  operation,  learned  judges  might  have  been  found,  who, 
taking  a  cautious  view  of  the  subject,  were  inclined  to  regard  the 
examination  of  parties  as  a  questionable,  if  not  a  very  dangerous, 
experiment;  it  is  believed,  that,  at  present,  every  eminent  lawyer 
in  the  United  Kingdom  will  most  readily  admit,  that  this  change 
in  the  law  has  been  productive  of  highly  beneficial  results.  In 
courts  of  law,  it  has  not  only  enabled  very  many  honest  persons 
to  establish  just  claims,  which,  under  the  old  system  of  exclusion, 
could  never  have  been  brought  to  trial  with  any  hope  of  success; 
but  it  has  deterred  at  least  an  equal  number  of  dishonest  men  from 
attempting,  on  the  one  hand,  to  enforce  a  fraudulent  demand,  and, 
on  the  other,  to  set  up  a  fictitious  defence.  The  knowledge  that  a 
party  might  tell  his  own  story  to  the  court  and  jury,  has  operated 
strongly  as  an  encouragement  to  the  suitor  who  was  the  witness  of 
truth;  while  the  dread  of  cross-examination,  and  consequent  ex- 
posure, has  had  a  corresponding  tendency  to  check  litigation,  in 
cases  where  a  verdict  could  only  be  obtained  through  the  medium  of 
perjury.  In  Courts  of  Equity  the  same  advantages  have  arisen, 
so  far  as  respects  the  power  now  first  granted  to  parties  of  giving 
testimony  in  their  own  favour;  while  defendants,  who,  under  the 
former  law,  would  have  been  forced  to  file  cross  bills  for  the  purpose 
of  "  scraping  the  conscience  "  of  plaintiffs,  have  been  enabled  to 
effect  that  desirable  object  without  having  recourse  to  this  dilatory 
and  costly  proceeding.  The  Common  Law  Commissioners  have 
expressed  an  opinion  most  favourable  to  the  merits  of  the  measure, 
observing  in  their  second  Report,^  that  "according  to  the  con- 
current testimony  of  the  bench,  the  profession,  and  the  public,  the 
new  law  is  found  to  work  admirably,  and  to  contribute  in  an  eminent 


'  ThU  sect,  was  repealed  by  32  &  33  V.,  c.  68,  ?  1.     See  post,  ?1355. 
^  P.  11. 
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degree  to  the  administration  of  justice;  "  and  these  sentiments  have 
been  confirmed  by  a  Parliamentary  avowal,  in  which  it  is  declared 
that  "  the  discovery  of  truth  in  courts  of  justice  have  been  signally 
propioted  by  the  removal  of  restrictions  on  the  admissibility  of 
witnesses." ' 


§  1 351.  On  the  one  point  the  Act  of  1851  was  essentially  defective;  §  1219 
for  although  it  rendered  husbands  and  wives  admissible  witnesses 
for  or  against  each  other,'  when  both  were  jointly  parties  as  plain- 
tiffs or  defendants,^  it  did  not  further  interfere  with  the  common 
law  rule,  which — except  in  the  County  Courts,'  the  Barmote 
Courts  of  Derbyshire,*  and  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,^ —precluded 
either  the  husband  or  the  wife  from  giving  testimony  in  a  cause  in 
which  the  other  was  a  party.  This  defect  in  the  measure,  which 
owed  its  existence  to  the  unyielding  opposition  of  Lord  Chancellor 
Truro,  and  the  cautious  misgivings  of  Lord  Cranworth,  was  soon 
found  to  be  productive  of  much  practical  injustice;  and  an  attempt 
was  accordingly  made  to  get  rid  of  the  difficulty,  by  putting  a  forced 
interpretation  upon  the  language  of  the  statute.  The  attempt 
failed,  as  it  deserved  to  do;  °  and  Lord  Brougham  once  more  had 
recourse  to  the  Legislature.  The  Evidence  Amendment  Act  of 
1853  '  was  passed  with  universal  consent,  and  the  law  which  governs 
the  admissibility  of  the  testimony  of  married  persons,  was  thus 
placed  on  a  tolerably  sound  footing. 

§  1352.  The  first  four  sections  of  that  Act  are  as  follows: —  ?  1219a 

"  I.  On  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or 
questio£i,  or  on  any  inquiry  arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  other 
proceeding  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by 
law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine 
evidence,  the  husbands  and  wives  of  the  parties  thereto,  and  of  the 


1  32  &  33  v.,  c.  68. 

^  Stokehill  and  Wife  v.  Pettingell,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  249,  n. 

'  9  &  10  v.,  c.  95,  §  83,  cited  ante,  §  1348. 

*  14  &  15  v.,  c.  94,  §  18. 

5  See  the  Repealed  Act,  12  &  13  V.,  c.  106,  §  118. 

«  Stapleton  v  Crofts,  18  Q.  B.  367;  Barbet  u  Allen,  7  Ex.  E.  609. 

'  16  &  17  v.,  c.  83. 
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persons  in  whose  behalf  any  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
may  be  brought  or  instituted,  or  opposed,  or  defended,  shall,  except 
as  hereinafter  excepted,  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give 
evidence,  either  vivft  voce  or  by  deposition  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  court,  on  behalf  of  either  or  any  of  the  parties  to  the  said 
suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding." 

"  Nothing  herein  shall  render  any  husband  competent  or 
compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  any  wife 
competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  hus- 
band, in  any  criminal  proceeding,  [or  in  any  proceeding  instituted 
in  consequence  of  adultery."]  ' 

"  III.  No  husband  shall  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  com- 
munication made  to  him  by  his  wife  during  the  marriage,  and  no 
wife  shall  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  communication  made  to 
•her  by  her  husband  during  the  marriage." 

"IV.  So  much  of "  §  1  of  6  &  7  v.,  c.  85,  "as  provides  that 
the  said  Act  shall  not  render  competent  the  husband  or  wife  of  any 
party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding,  individually  named  in  the 
record,  or  of  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  the  tenant  of  premises 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  of  the  landlord  or  other 
person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make  cogni- 
zance, or  of  any  lessor  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf 
any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  partj 
is  hereby  repealed." 


§  1353.  The  least  justifiable  of  all  the  exceptions  engrafted  on  j  1220 
the  Evidence  Amendment  Act  of  1851,  was  that  which  related  to 
actions  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage.  This  exception  was  not 
to  be  found  in  the  original  draft  of  the  Bill,  but  was  the  result  of 
over-caution  while  the  measure  was  before  the  House  of  Lords. 
From  the  first  the  expediency  of  excluding  the  testimony  of  parties 
to  such  actions  was  regarded  by  the  promoters  of  the  Bill  as  ex- 
tremely problematical;  and  they  who  afterwards  watched  the  working 
of  the  new  law  were  not  slow  in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that 


^  The  words  within  hrackets  were  repealed  by  32  &  33  V.,  c.  68,  i  1. 
post,  ?  1355. 
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actions  ot,  this  nature  were  precisely  those  in  -which  juries  ought  to 
have  the  advantage  of  seeing  the  litigants,  and  of  hearing  what 
they  might  have  to  say  on  either  side.  The  repeal,  therefore,  of 
the  obnoxious  exception  was  only  a  question  of  time,  and  at  length, 
in  1869,  it  was  effected  with  general  approval,  principally  through 
the  exertions  of  Mr.  Justice  Denman.'  In  order,  however,  to  guard 
gainst  the  fancied  danger  of  jurymen  being  biassed  by  the  charms 
or  wiles  of  the  gentler  sex,  the  Act  in  question, — after  specially  en- 
acting that  "  the  parties  to  any  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  shall  be  competent^  to  give  evidence  in  such  action,"-^ 
goes  on  to  provide,  that  no  plaintiff  in  any  such  action  "shall 
recover  a  verdict,  unless  his  or  her  testimony  shall  be  corroborated," 
not  by  '  trifles  light  as  air,'  but — ■"  by  some  other  material  evidence 
in  support  of  such  promise."^ 

§  1354  When  the  Evidence  Acts  of  1851  and  1853  were  respec-  g  1221 
tively  before  Parliament,  it  was  not  surprising  that  the  Legislature 
determined  to  exclude  from  their  operation  the  parties  to  any  pro- 
ceeding instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  and  the  husbands  and 
wives  of  such  parties.  Obvious  reasons  would  occur  to  any  man, 
why  defendants  in  these  suits  should  not  be  exposed  to  the  almost 
irresistible  temptation  of  committing  perjury ;  *  and  their  exclusion 

^  32  &  33  v.,  c.  68,  ?  1- 

'  By  Ld.  Brougham's  Act,  they  are  also  "  compellable  "  to  give  evidence, 
see  ante,.  §  1349. 

-'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  68,  ?  2.  See  Hlckey  v.  Campion,  I.  R.,  6  C.  L.  557;  Bessela 
v:  Stem,  L.  E.,  2  C.  P.  D.  265,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  46  L.  J.,  C.  P.  467,  S.  C. 

*  See  on  this  subject  the  powerful  observations  of  Ld.  Denman  (then 
Mr.  Denman),  in  Queen  Caroline's  trial: — "We  have  been  told,"  said  he, 
"  that  Bergami  might  be  produced  as  a  witness  in  our  exculpation,  but  we 
know  this  to  be  a  fiction  of  lawyers,  which  common  sense  and  natural  feeling 
would  reject.  The  very  call  is  one  of  the  unparalleled  circumstances  of  this 
extraordinary  case.  From  the  beginning  of  the  world  no  instance  is  to  be 
found  of  a  man  accused  of  adultery  being  called  as  a  witness  to  disprove 
it.  *  *  *  How  shameful  an  inquisition  would  the  contrary  practice 
engender!  Great  as  is  the  obligation  to  veracity,  the  circumstances  might 
raise  a  doubt  in  the  most  conscientious  mind  whether  it  ought  to  prevail. 
Mere  casuists  might  dispute  with  plausible  arguments  on  either  side,  but  the 
natural  feelings  of  mankind  would  be  likely  to  triumph  over  their  moral 
doctrines.  Supposing  the  existence  of  guilt,  perjury  itself  would  be  thought 
venial  in  comparison  with  the  exposure  of  a  confiding  woman.  It  follows  that 
no  such  question  ought  in  any  case  to  be  administered,  nor  such  temptation 
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from  the  witness-box  seemed  at  that  time  to  afford  the  only  safe 
mode  of  avoiding  such  a  result.  In  the  year  1857,  however,  when 
the  law  of  divorce  was  amended,  doubts  were  caused  by  the  obscure 
language  of  the  amending  statute,'  as  to  how  far  the  old  doctrines 
of  the  common  law  in  relation  to  the  competency  of  witnesses  were 
to  be  recognised  in  the  New  Divorce  Court.  These  doubts  gave 
rise  to  fresh  legislation,  which  in  its  turn  gave  rise  to  fresh  doubts 
and  difficulties." 


§  1355.  At  length,  in  1869,  Mr.  Justice  Denman  carried  through  §  1221 
Parliament  a  measure,'  which  is  supposed  by  many  lawyers  to  have 
made  the  law  what  it  ought  to  be.  After  repealing  the  4th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1851,  and  so  much  of  the  2nd  section'  of  the  Act  of 
1853,  "  as  is  contained  in  the  words  '  or  in  any  proceeding  insti- 
tuted in  consequence  of  adultery,' "  it  proceeds  to  enact,  in  §  3,  as 
follows: — "The  parties  to  any  proceeding  instituted  in  consequence 
of  adultery,  and  the  husband "  and  wives  of  such  parties,  shall  be 
competent*  to  give  evidence  in  such  proceeding:  Provided  that  no 
witness  in  any  proceeding,  whether  a  party  to  the  suit  or  not,  shall 
be  liable  to  be  asked  or  bound  to  answer  any  question  tending  to 
shew  that  he  or  she  has  been  guilty  of  adultery,  unless  such  witness 
shall  have  already  given  evidence  in  the  same  proceeding  in  disproof 
of  his  or  her  alleged  adultery."  '  The  language  used  in  his  proviso, 
though  not  free  from  ambiguity,  will  not  protect  a  party,  who 
tenders  himself  as  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  one  act 
of  adultery,  from  being  cross-examined  respecting  other  acts,  pro- 
vided that  these  last  be  duly  charged  in  the  pleading.'  Neither 
does  the  statute  render  inadmissible  the  evidence  of  a  witness  that 


given  to  tamper  with  the  sanctity  of  oaths."     Quoted  in  1  Ld.  Brougham's 
Speech.  248. 

'  See  and  compare  20  &  21  V.,  c.  85,  ??  41,  43,  46,  and  48. 

^  See  Acts  and  cases  cited  in  5th  ed.  of  this  work,  g§  1220  b,  1220  c,  1220  d. 

'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  68. 

*  By  Ld.  Brougham's  Acts  ,they  are  also  "compellable"  to  give  evidence, 
see  ante,  §§  1349,  1352. 

'  See  ante,  §  1347,  n.  2,  ad  fin.  as  to  the  Scotch  law. 

«  Brown  v.  Brown  &  Paget,  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  198;  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &Mat. 
33,  S.  C. 
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lie  or  she  has  committed  adultery,  but  it  simply  protects  the 
witness  from  being  questioned  onthe  subject  in  the  event  of  the 
protection  being  claimed.'  No  one  but  the  witness  has  any  right 
to  interfere.^ 


§  1356.  Regard  being  had  to  such  of  the  exceptions  specified  in  ?  1222 
the  Acts  of  1851  and  1853,  as  are  still  in  force,  and  a  reference 
being  also  made  to  certain  other  legal  rules,  which  will  presently  be 
mentioned,  the  law  will  be  found  to  treat  fmir  classes  of  persons  as 
generally  incompetent  to  testify;  namely,  first,^  those  persons  who, 
in  any  criminal  proceeding,  are  charged  with  the  commission  of  any 
indictable  offence,  or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction, 
so  far  at  least  as  relates  to  their  giving  evidence  on  oath  either  for  or 
against  themselves;  secondly,*  the  husband  and  wives  of  persons, 
who  are  defendants  in  any  criminal  proceeding;  thirdly,  in  cases  of 
high  treason  and  misprison  of  treason,  other  than  such  as  consists  in 
injury  or  attempting  to  injure  the  Queen's  person,^  those  persons 
who  are  not  included,  or  properly  described,  in  the  list  of  witnesses 
delivered  to  the  defendant  pursuant  to  statute;*  and  lastly,  persons 
devoid  of  sufficient  understanding  to  know  what  they  are  about.' 
On  the  first  and  second  of  these  general  rules  a  few  exceptions  have 
been  engrafted,  which  will  be  noticed  in  their  proper  places. 

§  1357.  The  first  class  of  persons  whom  the  law  in  general  g  1223 
regards  as  partially  incompetent  to  testify,  includes  defendants  in 
our  criminal  courts,  and  parties  charged  before  magistrates  with 
minor  offences.  It  has  been  seen  that  Lord  Brougham's  Act  of 
1851,  in  making  parties  to  the  record  admissible  witnesses,  has 
expressly  provided  in  §  3,^  that  nothing  in  the  Act  "  shall  render 
any  person,  who  in  any  criminal  proceeding  is  charged  with  the 

'  Hebblethwaite  v.  Hebblethwaite,  39  L.  J.,  Fi.  &  Mat.  15;  2  Law  Eep., 
P.  &  D.  29,  S.  C;  Babbage  v.  Babbage,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  222. 

'  Hebblethwaite  v.  Hebblethwaite,  39  L.  J..  Pr.  &  Mat.  15;  2  Law  Eep., 
P.  &  D.  29,  S.  C.  '  Post,  §  1357. 

*  Post,  §  1362. 

5  See  39  &  40  G.  3,  c.  93;  1  &  2  G.  4,  c.  24,  ?  2,  Ir.;  5  &  6  V.,  c.  51,  ?  1; 
ante,  §  958. 

«  7  A.,  c.  21,  §  11;  post,  §  1373.  '  Post,  §  1375. 

8  Ante,  §1349. 
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commission  of  any  indictable  offence,  or  any  offence  punishable  on 
summary  conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for 
or  against  himself  or  herself."  Now  this  proviso  calls  for  three 
observations.  In  the  first  place,  it  does  not  say  that  the  persons  , 
specified  in  it  shall  not  be  rendered  by  the  Act  competent  or  com- 
pellable to  give  evidence  at  all,  hni  merely  that  they  shall  not  be 
allowed  or  forced  to  testify  for  or  against  themselves.  In  the  event, 
therefore,  of  several  persons  being  jointly  indicted,  it  would  seem 
to  be  no  unreasonable  proposition  to  contend,  that  any  one  of  them 
might,  under  §  2,  be  called  as  a  witness  either  for  or  against  his 
co-defendants,  excepting  only  in  those  few  cases,  where  the  indict- 
ment was  so  framed  as  to  give  him  a  direct  interest  in  obtaining 
their  discharge.  Indeed,  for  some  years  this  was  considered  to  be 
the  law  by  many  judges,' though  some  doubted;^  and  at  last  in 
1872,  on  the  point  being  reserved  for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal, 
that  Court,  after  much  discussion,  decided  that  Lord  Brougham's 
Act  was  not  intended  to  alter,  and  did  not  in  fact  alter,  the  ancient 
law  of  England,  which  prohibited  any  attempt  to  examine  or  cross- 
examine  any  prisoner  on  his  trial.'  Whenever,  therefore,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  obtain  the  testimony  of  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  trial 
as  against  his  co-defendants,  the  proper  course, — unless  he  has 
pleaded  guilty  on  his  arraignment  and  is  therefore  not  given  in 
charge  to  the  jury,*^is  either  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,*  or  to  apply 
for  a  verdict  of  acquittal  before  opening  the  case;  °  though  the 
court  in  its  discretion,  will  direct  aa  acquittal  either  during  the 
progress  or  at  the  termination  of  the  inquiry,  if  no  evidence  has 
been  given  inculpating  the  party  who  is  sought  to  be  made  a  witness.' 
As  soon  as  a  prisoner  has  been  thus  acquitted  he  becomes  com- 
petent to    testify,  either  for    the    crown,  or  for   his    former   co- 


'  See  R.  V.  Deeley,  11  Cox,  607,   pfer  Mellor,  J. ;  E.  v.  Stevenson  &  Coulter, 
per  Ball,  J.,  at  Armagh,  on  4  March,  1851;    The  indictment  in  this  last  case 
\Yas  for  an  aggravated  assault,  and  Coulter  was   examined  as  a  witness  for 
Stevenson,  M.S.      See,  also,  Winsor  v.  E.,  35L.  J.,  M.  C.  161;  7  B.  &  S.  490;^ 
1  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  390,  S.  C;  10  Cox,  276,  S.  C.  nom.   E.  v.  Charlotte  "Winsor. 

^  See  E.  V.  Jackson,  6  Cox,  525. 

'  E.  V.  Payne,  41  L.  J.,  M.  C.  65,  per  16  Judges;  12  Cox,  118,  and  1  Law 
Kep.,  C.  C.  349,  S.  C  :      ■  *E:  v.  Gallagher,  13  Cox,  61. 

'  E.  V.  Sherman,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  '303;  E.  v.  Ellis,  1  M'Nally,  Ev.  55. 

«  E.  V.  Rowland,  Ey.  &  M.  401,  per  Abbott,!  C.  J. 

'  E.  V.  Eraser,  1  M'Nally,  Ev.  56;  E.  v.  O'Donnell,  7  Cox,  337. 
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defendants.'  In  the  recent  case  of  E.  v.  Bradlaugh,  where  three 
persons  were  indicted  jointly  for  publishing  blasphemous  libels,  but 
one  of  them,  under  special  circumstances,  was  put  separately  on 
his  trial,  he  was  allowed  to  call  the  other  two  defendants  as  witnesses 
on  his  behalf,  though  they  still  remained  liable  to  be  tried  for  the 
same  offence  after  him.'' 

§  1358.  The  second  point  which  it  is  important  to  notice  with  ^  1224 
respect  to  the  proviso  in  question,  is  that  it  merely  applies  to  persons 
who  are  charged  in  any  criminal  proceeding,  either  with  indictable 
offences,  or  with  offences  punishable  by  summary  convictions.  Penal 
proceedings  instituted  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  do  not  fall  within 
either  of  these  two  categories;  and,  consequently,  if  the  office  of 
the.  judge  be  promoted  against  a  clergyman  for  immoral  conduct, 
the  defendant  will  be  competent  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf,  and 
may  even  be  subjected  to  examination  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion.* It  may  be  true  that  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer  any 
questions  tending  to  expose  him  to  conviction,  though  this  is  a 
point  on  which,  as  before  observed,^  some  doubt  may  possibly  be 
entertained;  but  should  he  rely  on  his  legal  protection  and  decline 
to  answer,  the  inference  against  him  raised  by  such  conduct  must 
of  necessity  be  strong.*  It  is  equally  obvious  that  qui  tarn  actions 
for  penalties, — ^although  to  a  certain  extent  they  partake  of  a  penal 
character, — are  not  included  in  the  language  of  the.  proviso;  and 
the  defendants  in  such  actions  may  therefore  be  examined  on  either 
side.     The  same  remark  applies  to  many  charges  preferred  before 

1  E.  V.  O'Donnell,  7  Cox,  341,  342,  per  Monahan,  C.  J. 

'  15  Cox,  217. 

'  These  words  apply  to  an  information  against  a  party  under  1  &  2  W.  i, 
c.  32,  I  23,  for  using  snares  to  take  game,  not  having  a  game  ceniAcate. 
Cattell  V.  Iresqn,  27  L.  J.,  M.  C.  167  ;  E,  B.  &  E.  91,  S.  C.  Also  to  a  sum- 
mons  before  Petty  Sessions,  to  enforce  a  penalty  for  keeping  a  dog  without  a 
licence,  contrary  to  the  Dogs'  Regulation,  Ireland  Act,  1865  ;  it.  v.  Sullivan, 
I.  R.,  8  C.  L.  404.  Also  to  a  summons  to  find  sureties  for  good  behaviour, 
R.  V.  Cork  Js.,  15  Cox,  149,  Ir.  C.  C;  S.  C.  nom.  R.  v.  Queea's  Cy.  Js.,  re 
Feehan,  10  L.  R.,  Ir.  294. 

*  Bp.  of  Norwich  v.  Pearse,  37  L.  J.,  Ec.  C.  90  ;  2  Law  ftep.,  Adm.  &  Ecc. 
281,  S.  C,  per  Sir  E.  Phillimore,  overruling  Burder  v.  O'Neill,  9  Jur.,  N.  S. 
1109;  2  New  R.  551,  S.  C,  per  Dr.  Lushington.  See,  also,  Barney?).  Bp.  of 
Norwich,  36  L.  J.,  Ec.  C.  10,  per  Pr.  C. 

^  See  ante,  p.  1145,  n.  2. 

'  Att.-Gen.  v.  Radloff,  10  Ex.  E.  98,  per  Martin,  B. ;  107,  per  Parke,  B. 
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justices,  which,  although  in  one  sense  they  may  be  regarded  as 
criminal  proceedings,  do  not  result  in  summary  convictions. 
Among  these  must  be  mentioned  applications  for  orders  of  affilia- 
tion; '  and  it  is  certainly  not  the  least  important  benefit  conferred 
by  the  Act,  that  men  have  now  an  opportunity  afforded  them  of 
defeating   the    false  accusations  of   unscrupulous  and   designing 


§  1359.  As  serious  doubts  have  been  entertained,  whether  an  |  1225; 
information  filed  by  the  Attorney-General  for  the  recovery  of 
penalties  consequent  on  a  breach  of  the  revenue  laws,, was,  or  was 
not,  such  a  "  criminal  proceeding "  as  to  render  the  defendant^  an 
inadmissible  witness,'  the  Legislature  has  five  times  interposed 
with  the  view  of  clearing  up  the  matter  by  positive  enactment. 
The  first  two  attempts  *  failed  from  want  of  competent  skill  in  the 
draughtsman.*  The  third  only  partially  succeeded ;  * — but,  on  the 
fourth  occasion  an  Act  was  passed,'  which  would  seem  to  have 
settled  the  point  by  enacting  affirmatively,  that  the  Evidence  Acts 
of  1851  and  1853  *  shall  extend  to  proceedings  at '  law  on  the 
Eevenue  Side  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  and  by  enacting  nega- 
tively, that  such  proceedings  "  shall  not  be  deemed  criminal  pro- 
ceedings" within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Acts.  However,  this 
language  was  still  deemed  insufficient,  and  consequently,  in  1876, 
a  fifth  statute-  declared,  that  where  any  proceedings  are  had  under 
the  Customs  Acts  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  on  the  Eevenue 
Side,  "  the  defendant  shall  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give 
evidence." '  It  is  hoped  that  the  question  may  be  now  allowed 
to  rest. 

§  1360.  Notice  should  here  be  taken,  that  whenever,  pursuant  to  I  1225a  i 

'  E.  V.  Berry,  Bell,  CC.  46,  59  ;  E.  v.  Lightfoot,  6  E.  &  B.  822. 

=  See  ante,  I  964. 

'  Att.-Gen.  v.  Eadloff,-  10  Ex.  E.  84.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Parke,  B.,  held 
that  the  defendant  was  not  a  competent  witness  ;  Piatt  and  Martin,  Bs.,  held 
that  he  was. 

*  17  &  18  v.,  c.  122,  §  15  ;  18  &  19  V.,  c.  96,  ?  36  ;  repd.  by  28  &-.29  V., 
c.  104,  I  33.  5  See  §  1225  of  2nd  Ed.  of  this  work. 

6  20  &  21  V.,.c.  62,  S  14  ;  repd.  by  28  &  29  V.,  c.'l04,  §  33. 

'  28  &  29  v.,  c.  104,  I  34.  «  14  &  15  V.,  c.  79  ;  16  &  17  V.,  c.  83. 

9  39  &  40  v.,  c.  36,  I  259. 
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the  custom  of  the  Navy,  a  court-martial  is  held  to  inquire  into  the 
cause  of  the  wreck,  loss,  destruction,  or  capture  of  one  of  her 
Majesty's  ships  of  war,  and  no  specific  charge  is  made  against  any 
officer,  seaman  or  other  person  in  the  fleet,  all  or  any  of  the  crew 
may,  upon  their  trial,  "  give  evidence  on  oath  or  affirmation  before 
the  court  touching  any  of  the  matters  then  under  inquiry,"  but  no 
such  person  "  shall  be  obliged  to  give  any  evidence  which  may  tend 
to,  criminate  himself."  '  Again,  under  "  The  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1876,'  any  person,  who  is  charged  with  the  misdemeanor  of 
sending  a  ship  to  sea  in  an  unseaworthy  state  so  as  to  endanger 
life,  is  empowered,  in  self-defence,  to  give  evidence  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  witness."  ^  So,  if  criminal  proceedings  be 
taken  in  respect  of  an  offence  under  either  of  the  Mines  Kegulation 
Acts  of  1872,  the  owner,  agent,  or  manager  of  any  coal  mine,  and 
the  owner  or  agent  of  any  metalliferous  mine,  "  may,  if  he  think 
fit,  be  sworn  and  examined  as  an  ordinary  witness  in  the  case,  where 
he  is  charged  in  respect  of  any  contravention  or  con-compliance  by 
another  person." '  So,  on  the  prosecution  of  any  person  for  an  offence 
against  the  Act  for  preventing  accidents  by  Threshing.  Machines,  "he 
may,  on  his  own  application,  be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness."  * 
So,  also,  if  any  person  be  charge^  under  the  Army  Act,  1881,  with 
illegally  purchasing  from  a  soldier  any  regimental  necessaries,  equip- 
ments, or  stores,  such  person,  "  and  the  wife  or  husband  of  such  per- 
son, may,  if  he  or  she  think  fit,  be  sworn  and  examined  as  an  ordinary 
witness  in  the  case."  ^  So,  on  any  prosecution  under  "  the  Corrupt 
and  Illegal  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1883,"  "  whether  on  indict- 
ment or  summarily,  and  whether  before  an  election  court  or  other- 
wise, and  in  any  action  for  a  pecuniary  forfeiture  under  the  Act, 
the  person  prosecuted  or  sued,  and  the  husband  or  wife  of  such 
person  may,  if  he  or  she  think  fit,  be  examined  as  an  ordinary 
witness  in  the  case."  °     So,  in  all  cases  of  summary  proceedings, 

'  29  &  30  v.,  109,  §  62.  Under  these  provisions,  when  a  Court  Martial 
was  held  in  Nov.,  1871,  respecting  the  loss  of  the  Megsera,  Captain  Thrupp 
was  enabled  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  and  was  thereupon  honourably 
acquitted.  ^  39  &  40  V.,  c.  80,  §  4. 

'  35  &  36  v.,  c.  76,  ?  63,  r.  4;  and  c.  77,  §  34,.  r.  4. 

*  41  &  42  v.,  c.  12,  §  3.  *  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58,  §  156,  subs.  3. 

'  46  &  47  v.,  c.  51,  I  53,  subs.  2;  continued  till  31st  Dec.,  1885,  by  47  & 
48  v.  c.  53;  and  applied  to  prosecutions  under  47  &  48  V.  c.  70,  by  §  30  of  that 
Act. 
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either  under  the  Licensing  Act,  1872,'  or  under  "  the  Sale  of  Food 
and  Drugs  Act,  1875," '  the  defendant  and  his  wife  shall  be  com- 
petent to  give  evidence.  So,  upon  the  hearing  of  any  indictment 
or  information  under  §§  4,  5  and  6  of  the  Conspiracy  and  Protec- 
tion of  Property  Act,  1875,  the  respective  parties  to  the  contract 
of  service,  their  husbands  and  wives,  shall  be  deemed  competent 
witnesses.^  So,  under  the  Act  of  40  &  41  V.,  c.  14,  "on  the  trial 
of  any  indictment  or  other  proceeding  for  the  non-repair  of  any 
public  highway  or  bridge,. or  for  a  nuisance  to  any  public  highway, 
river,  or  bridge,  and  of  any  other  indictment  or  proceeding  insti- 
tuted for  the  purpose  of  trying  or  enforcing  a  civil  right  only, 
every  defendant  to  such  indictment  or  proceeding,  and  the  wife  or 
husband  of  any  such  defendant,  shall  be  admissible  witnesses  and 
compellable  to  give  evidence."  * 


§  1361.  The  Third  observation  suggested  by  the  proviso  in  Lord  ^  1226 
Brougham's  Act  is,  that  it  does  not  render  the  persons  specified 
incompetent  to  testify  either  for  or  against  themselves, — for  the 
Act  is  in  no  respect  a  disqualifying  statute, — but  it  simply  leaves 
untouched  the  previous  law  on  the  subject.  In  whatever  cases, 
therefore,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  defendants  charged 
with  offences  were  rendered  competent  to  give  evidence,  they  may 
still,  notwithstanding  the  proviso,  be  examined  as  witnesses. 
The  principal  statutes  which  authorise  such  an  examination,  will 
be  found  to  relate  to  cases  in  which  the  defendant  is  either  a 
nominal  party  on  the  record,  or  is  only  one  of  many  persons  against 
whom  the  proceeding  is  really  instituted. 

§  1361a,  During  the  last  few  years  the  rule  of  exclusion  dis- 
cussed in  the  last  five  sections,  and  also  that  illustrated  in  §§  1362 
to  1371,  which  shuts  out  the  testimony  of  the  wives  or  husbands 
of  persons  charged  with  crime,  have  been  regarded  by  the  public 
with  increasing  disfavour.  Enlightened  law-reformers  have  long 
been  aware  that  these  two  rules  are  essentially  unjust;  and  that 


1  35  &  36  v.,  c.  94,  ?  51,  y.  4.  ^  38  &  39  V.,  c.  63,  §  21. 

»  38  &  39  v.,  c.  86,  J  11-  *  ?  1- 
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no  greater  boon  could  be  conferred  on  an  innocent  man,  who  should 
unfortunately  be  exposed  to  a  penal  prosecution,  than  to  enable  him 
to  state  his  own  case  on  oath,  and  to  call  his  wife  to  confirm 
his  testimony.  Still,  this  wise  doctrine  "  was  caviare  to  the 
general;"  an  unreasoning  contempt  of  the  "French  system;"  a 
dogged  clinging  to  what  Britons  are  pleased  to  fancy  is  "  fair 
play;"  and  a  general  inability  in  the  non-legal  mind  to  discriminate 
clearly  between  "  may  "  and  "  shall," — between  the  rendering  a  man 
competent  to  give  evidence,  and  the  making  it  imperative  on  him  to  do 
so, — these  reasons  have  hitherto  prevented  our  legal  procedure  from 
being  moulded  into  the  form,  which  modern  intelligence  and  modern 
humanity  alike  demand.  In  the  present  session  of  Parliament,' 
however,  two  attempts  have  been  made,  one  in  the  Upper  House 
by  Lord  Bramwell,  and  the  other  in  the  Commons  by  the  Attorney- 
General,  to  place  the  law  on  a  proper  footing,  and  to  allow  every 
defendant  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  or  the  wife  or  husband  of  every 
defendant,  if  such  defendant  thinks  fit,  to  be  sworn  and  examined 
as  an  ordinary  witness.  One  or  the  other  of  these  bills  would  almost 
certainly  have  become  law,  had  not  the  Session  been  brought  to  an 
untimely  end,  in  consequence  of  what  Liberals  have  denounced  as 
the  haughty  obstinacy  of  the  Lords,  and  Conservatives  have  cen- 
sured as  the  arrogant  petulance  of  the  Prime  Minister.  Be  that  as 
it  may,  the  opportunity  for  effecting  a  very  valuable  reform  in 
English  law  has  unfortunately  for  the  present  been  lost,  and,  in 
these  days  of  obstruction,  who  can  venture  to  predict  when  another 
occasion,  equally  favourable,  shall  be  afforded  for  perfecting  this 
work?' 


§  1361b.  In  the  meanwhile  it  may  here  be  convenient  to  state 
for  the  guidance  of  the  profession,  that,  at  a  meeting  of  all  the  Judges 
liable  to  try  prisoners,  which  was  held  under  the  presidency  of 


1  1884. 

''■  The  author  suggests  for  consideration,  that  in  any  future  Bill  on  this  sub- 
ject a  clause  should  be  inserted,  somewhat  to  the  following  efifect.  "  "When 
any  person  so  charged,  or  the  wife  or  husband  of  such  person,  is  a  witness,  the 
court,  in  its  discretion,  may  disallow  any  question  put  in  cross-examination, 
which  appears  to  it  to  be  vexatious,  irrelevant,  or  otherwise  improper.  The 
discretion  of  the  court  under  this  section  shall  be  final." 

(4027) 


1158  DUTIES  OF  prisoner's  COUNSEL.  [PAET  III. 

Lord  Coleridge  on  the  20th  of  November,  1881,  a  resolution  was 
passed  by  nineteen  votes  against  two,'  "  That  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  it  is  contrary  to  the  administration  and  practice  of  the 
criminal  law,  as  hitherto  allowed,  that  counsel  for  prisoners  should 
state  to  the  jury,  as  alleged  existing  facts,  matters  which  they 
have  been  told  in  their  instructions,  on  the  authority  of  the  prisoner, 
but  which  they  do  not  propose  to  prove  in  evidence."  The  question 
of  the  propriety  of  laying  down  a  rule  as  to  the  practice  of  allowing 
prisoners  to  address  the  jury  before  the  summing-up  of  the  judge,, 
when  their  counsel  have  already  spoken  in  their  favour,  was  then 
considered,  and  after  some  discussion  was  adjourned  for  further 
consideration. 


§  1362.  The  second  general  rule  of  exclusion, — subject  to  some  ?  1227 
few  exceptions,  which  are  elsewhere  mentioned," — precludes  hus- 
bands and  wives  from  giving  testimony  for  or  against  each  other 
in  any  criminal  proceeding.'  This  is  the  common-law  rule,  which 
has  not  been  interfered  with  either  by  the  Act  of  1851,  or  by  the 
Act  of  1853.  Both  statutes  contain  an  express  proviso,  that, 
nothing  therein  shall  "render  any  husband  competent  or  com- 
pellable to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  any  wife  com- 
petent or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  husband, 
in  any  criminal  proceeding."*  The  object  of  the  proviso  in  the 
first-named  Act  has  been  much  misunderstood  by  the  judges.* 
Mr.  Baron  Parke  observed,  with  characteristic  prudence,  that  the 
clause  was  introduced  "  perhaps  unnecessarily."  Mr.  Baron  Martin, 
more  bold,  treated  it  as  an  obvious  error;  "while  Sir  Frederick 
Pollock  and  Mr.  Justice  Crompton  were  willing  to  consider  that  "it 
was  inserted  ex  majori  cautela."  Thus  fair  the  judges;  but,  in 
point  of  fact,  there  was  no  error  or  needless  caution  in  the  matter. 
As  the  bill  originally  stood,  the  clause  was  obviously  necessary. 


'  The  two  dissentients  were  Stephen  and  Hawkins,  Js. 

'  See  ante,  ?  1360,  and  post,  2?  1371,  1371a,  1372. 

'  In  India  the  law  is  otherwise.  ?  120  of  the  Ind.  Ev.  Act,  1872,  enacts, 
that  "in  criminal  proceedings  against  any  person,  the  husband  or  wife  of  such 
person,  respectively,  shall  be  a  competent  witness." 

♦  14  &  15  v.,  0.  99,  §  3;  16  &  17  V.,  c.  83,  §  2. 

5  See  Barbat  v.  Allen,  7  Ex.  E.  615,  616;  Stapleton  v.  Crofts,  18  Q.  B.  367; 
Kemot  V.  Pittis,  2  E.  &  B.  425. 
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because  husbands  and  wives  were  made  competent  witnesses.  The 
enactment,  however,  to  that  effect,  after  having  been  struck  out  in 
the  Upper  House  and  re-inserted  by  the  Commons,  met  with  so 
strenuous  an  opposition  when  the  bill  was  returned  to  the  Lords, 
that  it  was  withdrawn  at  the  last  moment.  The  Act,  therefore, 
finally  passed  in  a  form  which  left  the  law  of  husband  and  wife 
precisely  where  it  found  it, — excepting  only  in  those  few  cases 
where  both  of  them  are  either  parties  to  the  record,  or  persons  in 
whose  behalf  the  action  is  brought  or  defended.  Whenever  this 
state  of  things  occurs,  the  wife,  as  a  party,  or  an  interested  person, 
iD.ay,  under  the  express  terms  of  the  second  section,  give  evidence 
for  or  against  her  husband,  and  the  husband,  in  like  manner,  may 
give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife;  and  it  was  merely  because  a 
man  and  his  wife  are  sometimes  both  of  them  parties  to  the  same 
indictment  or  other  criminal  proceeding,  that  the  clause  prohibiting 
them,  under  such  circumstances,  from  testifying  for  or  against  each 
other  was  retained  in  the  Act,  although  the  general  enactment 
respecting  husbands  and  wives  was  struck  out.  Were  it  not  for 
this  clause,  a  wife,  conjointly  indicted  with  her  husband  for  murder, 
might  be  called  by  the  prosecutor  to  establish  the  man's  guilt,  or 
the  man  might  be  examined  by  the  counsel  for  the  defence  to  prove 
the  woman's  innocence. 

§  1363.  Returning  now  to  the  rule  itself,  it  will  be  found  not  §  1228 
only  to  exclude  the  husband  or  wife  of  a  defendant  in  a  criminal 
'  proceeding,  who  is  called  to  give  evidence  of  what  occurred  during 
their  marriage,  but  to  prevent  such  witness  from  being  examined, 
either  as  to  circumstances  that  happened  before  the  marriage,  or 
even  as  to  the  very  fact  of  the  marriage  itself.  Thus,  if  a  man  be 
prosecuted  for  bigamy,  his  first  wife  cannot  be  called  to  prove  her 
marriage  with  the  defendant.'  The  rule  also  applies  to  all  cases 
in  which  the  interests  of  a  married  person,  who  is  a  defendant  in  a 
criminal  proceeding,  are  involved,  and  therefore  a  wife  cannot  be 
witness  for  a  co-defendant,  as  her  testimony  might  tend,  at  least 
indirectly,  to  her  husband's  acquittal.^     Thus,  where  the  wife  of 


1  Grigg's  case,  T.  Eay.  1;  1  Hale,  693;  1  Russ.  C.  &  M.  218. 

2  E.  V.  Thompson  and  others,  41  L.  J.,  M.  C.  112;  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  377; 
12  Cox,  202,  S.  C. 
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one  prisoner  was  called  to  prove  an  alibi  in  favour  of  another  jointly 
indicted  with  her  husband  for  burglary,  her  testimony  was  rejected  ( 

on  the  ground,  that,  by  shaking  the  evidence  of  a  witness  for  the 
prosecution  who  had  identified  both  prisoners,  it  would  materially 
■weaken  the  case  against  the  husband.' 

§  1364  Moreover,  as  the  courts  recognise  no  distinction  between  i  1229 
admitting  the  evidence  of  married  persons  for  or  against  each 
other,^  a  husband  has  been  deemed  an  inadmissible  witness  in 
support  of  a  prosecution,  which  charged  his  wife  and  several  other 
persons  with  conspiring  to  procure  his  marriage  without  the  consent 
of  his  parents;'  and  where  four  men  were  indicted  for  sheep- 
stealing,  Mr.  Baron  Holland  rejected  the  testimony  of  the  wife  of 
one  of  them,  who  was  called  to  prove  facts  against  the  other 
prisoners.* 

§  1365.  But  though  the  rule  of  exclusion  is  thus  stringent  i  1230 
where  a  married  person  is  criminally  accused  in  conjunction  with 
others,  it  is  clear  that  where  a  married  defendant  has  pleaded 
guilty,^  or  is  entirely  removed  from  the  record,  whether  by  a 
verdict  pronounced  in  his  favour,  or  by  a  previous  conviction,  or 
by  the  jury  not  being  charged  with  his  interest  at  the  time  of  the 
trial,  his  wife  may  testify  either  for  or  against  any  other  persons 
who  may  be  parties  to  the  record;  °  and  the  mere  hope  that,  by 
giving  evidence  against  a  prisoner,  a  wife  may  procure  the  pardon 
of  her  husband  who  has  been  previously  convicted  of  another 
crime,  will  by  no  means  affect  her  competency,  though  it  may,  and 
indeed  must,  shake  her  credit.'  It  seems  scarcely  necessary  to  add, 
that  the  wife  of  a  prosecutor  in  a  criminal  proceeding  would  not  be 

1  E.  V.  Smith,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  289.  See,  also,  E.  v.  Hood,  id.  281  ;  E.  v. 
Frederick,  2  Str.  1095;  E.  v.  Glassie,  7  Cox,  1. 

^  E.  V.  Perry,  per  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  cited  and  approved  of  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in 
E.  V.  Serjeant,  Ey.  &  M.  354. 

^  E.  V.  Serjeant,  Ey.  &  M.  352. 

«  E.  V.  Webb,  2  Euss.  C.  &  M.  982.     See  1  Hale,  301. 

^  E'  V.  Thompson  &  Simpson,  3  Fost.  &  Fin.  824,  per  Keating,  J. 

^  Hawkesworth  v.  Showier,  12  M.  &  "W.  49,  50,  per  Alderson,  B.;  E.  v. 
Williams,  8  C.  &  P.  284,  per  id.,  who  stated  that,  in  Thurtell's  case,  Mrs. 
Probert  was  examined  as  the  principal  witness  against  Thurtell,  after  her 
husband  was  acquitted. 

'  E.  V.  Eudd,  1  Lea.  127. 
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excluded  by  this  rule  from  giving  evidence  either  for  the  Crown  or 
for  the  defendant.' 


■  §  1366.''  This  rule  of  exclusion  is  extended  only  to  lawful  2  1231 
marriages,  or  at  least  to  such  as  are  innocent  in  the  eye  of  the  law. 
Thus,  upon  a  trial  for  bigamy,  the  first  marriage  being  proved  and  not 
controverted,  the  woman,  with  whom  the  second  marriage  was  had, 
is  a  competent  witness  either  for  or  against  the  prisoner;  for  the 
second  marriage  is  void,'  But  if  the  proof  of  the  first  marriage 
were  doubtful,  and  the  fact  were  controverted,  it  is  conceived  that 
she  would  not  be  admitted.*  Whether  a  man  can  call  as  a  witness 
a  woman  with  whom  he  has  long  cohabited,  whom  he  has  con- 
stantly represented  to  he  his  wife,  and  by  whom  he  has  had  children, 
has  been  declared  to  be  at  least  doubtful.'  Lord  Kenyon  rejected 
such  a  witness,  when  offered  by  the  prisoner  in  a  capital  case  tried 
before  him  at  Chester;  °  but  in  that  case  the  criminal  had,  thrcyugh- 
out  the  trial,  admitted  that  the  witness  was  his  wife,  and  was  thus 
in  a  manner  estopped  from  denying  themarriage  when  her  com- 
petency was  questioned;  and  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Batthews  v. 
Galindo,'  where  Lord  Kenyoh's  ruling  was  discussed.  Park  and 
Burroughs,  Js.,  declared  that  his  lordship's  decision  was  founded  on 
this  admission,  and  the  whole  court  determined  that  a  kept  mis- 
tress was  a  competent  witness  for  her  protector,  though  she  passed 
by  his  name  and  appeared  to  the  world  as  his  wife.  So,  where  the 
parties  had  lived  together  as  a  man  and  wife,  believing  themselves 
lawfully  married,  but  had  separated  on  discovering  that  a  prior 
husband,  supposed  to  be  dead,  was  still  living,  the  woman  was  held 


1  See  E.  V.  Houlton,  Jebb,  C.  C.  24.  ^  Gr.  Ev.  §  339,  in  part. 

"  B.  N.  P.  287  ;  E.  v.  Serjeant,  Ry.  &  M.  354,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 

*  Grigg's  case,  T.  Eay.  1.  But  it  seems,  that  the  wife,  though  inadmissible 
as  a  witness,  may  be  produced  in  court  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified, 
although  the  proof  thus  mentioned  may  affix  a  criminal  charge  upon  the  hus- 
band ;  as,  for  example,  to  show  that  she  was  the  person  to  whom  he  was  first 
married  ;  or,  who  passed  a  note  ;  which  he  is  charged  with  having  stolen. 
Alison,  Pract.  of  Cr.  L.  463. 

^  Campbell  v.  Twemlow,  1  Price,  88,  89,  per  Thompson,  C.  B. 

*  Anon.,  cited  by  Eichards,  B.,  in  1  Price,  83. 

'  4  Bing.  610,  612,  613  ;  3  C.  &  P.  238,-and  1  M.  &  P.  565,  S.  C.      '     . 
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to  be  a  competent  witness  against  the  second  husband,  even  as  to 
facts  communicated  to  her  by  him  during  their  cohabitation."  It 
seems,  also,  from  this  last  case,  and  from  several  others,^  that  a 
supposed  husband  or  wife  may  be  examined  on  the  voire  dire  facts 
showing  the  invalidity  of  the  marriage ;  and  it  is  apprehended  that  no- 
valid  reason  can  be  given  for  not  admitting  their  evidence  thus  far, 
though  the  fact  that  the  marriage  ceremony  has  been  actually  per- 
formed may  have  been  previously  proved  by  independent  testimony.' 

§  1367.*  Whether  the  rule  may  be  relaxed  so  as  to  admit  the  §  1232 
wife  to  testify  for  or  against  the  husband,  where  the  parties  consent 
to  such  a  course,  is  a  question  on  which  the  authorities  are  not 
agreed.^  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  that  she  was  not  admis- 
sible to  give  evidence  against  her  husband  even  with  his  consent ; ' 
and  this  opinion  has  been  followed  in  America,'  apparently  upon 
the  ground,  that  the  interest  of  the  husband  in  preserving  the 
confidence  reposed  in  her  is  not  the  sole  foundation  of  the  rule,  but 
that  the  public  have  also  an  interest  in  the  preservation  of  domestic 
peace,  which  might  be  disturbed  by  her  testimony,  notwithstanding 
his  consent.  Still,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Best  stated  on  one  occasion,' 
that  he  would  receive  the  evidence  of  the  wife  if  her  husband  con- 


'  "Wells  V.  Fletcher,  5  C.  &  P.  12.  per  Patteson,  J.;  S.  C.  nom.  Wells  v. 
Fisher,  1  M.  &  Eob.  99,  and  n. 

2  E.  V.  Peat,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  288  ;  E.  v.  Wakefield,  id.  279  ;  1  Euss.  C.  &  M. 
218,  n.  t. 

^  E.  u.  Bramley,  6  T.  E.  330  ;  E.  v.  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad.  646,  Tvhere  Ld. 
Tenterden  observed,  that,  "  it  might  well  be  doubted,  whether  the  competency 
of  a  witness  can  depend  upon  the  marshalling  of  the  evidence,  or  the  parti- 
cular stage  ot  the  cause  at  which  the  witness  may  be  called." 

*  Gr.  Ev.  g  340,  in  great  part. 

5  Under  ?  1710,  cl.  1,  of  the  New  York  Civ.  Code,"  "  A  husband  cannot  be 
examined  for  or  against  his  wife  without  her  consent,  nor  a  wife  for  or 
against  her  husband  without  his  consent,  nor  can  either,  during  the  marriage 
or  afterwards,  be,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  examined,  as  to  any 
communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage.  But  this 
exception  does  not  apply  to  a  civil  action  or  proceeding  by  one  against  the 
other,  nor  to  a  criminal  action  or  proceeding,  for  a  crime  committed  by  one 
against  the  other." 

*  Barker  v.  Dixie,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  264. 

'  Eandall's  case,  5  City  Hall  Eec.  141,  153,  154  ;  Colbem's  case,  1  Wheel. 
C.  C   479.  8  Pedley  v.  Wellesley,  3  C.  &  P.  558. 
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sented;  apparently  regarding  the  interest  of  the  husband  as  the 
sole  ground  of  her  exclusion,  since  he  cited  a  case  where  Sir  James 
Mansfield  '  had  once  permitted  a  plaintiff  to  be  examined  with  his 
own  consent.  This  question  was  afterwards  again  mooted  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  had  called 
his  wife  as  a  witness,  but  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  had  rejected  her 
testimony  on  objection  taken.^  The  plaintifP  had  afterwards  ofPered 
to  waive  the  objection,  but  the  judge  had  refused  to  receive  the 
waiver.  Under  these  circumstances  the  learned  Barons,— without 
deciding  the  question  whether  the  witness  could  be  thus  examined 
by  consent, — were  contented  to  hold  that  it  was  at  least  discretionary 
with  the  judge,  whether  he  would  allow  the  objection  to  be  with- 
drawn, and  he  having  refused  to  do  so,  they  declined  to  interfere.' 


§  1368. *  Although,  in  the  instances  before  mentioned,  the  §  1233 
husband  and  wife  are  inadmissible  as  witnesses  for  or  against  each 
other,  in  all  other  cases  they  may  be  called,  notwithstanding  the 
evidence  of  the  one  may  tend  to  subject  the  other  to  a  criminal 
charged  Thus,  in  a  question  respecting  a  female  pauper's  settle- 
ment, where  a  man  testified  that  he  was  married  to  the  pauper, 
another  woman  was  admitted  to  prove  her  own  previous  marriage 
with  the  same  man;  for  although,  if  the  testimony  of  both  wit- 
nesses was  true,  the  husband  was  chargeable  with  the  crime  of 
bigamy,  neither  the  evidence  nor  the  record  in  that  case  would  be 
receivable  against  him  upon  such  a  charge,  the  point  at  issue  being 
res  inter  alios  acta,  and  neither  the  husband  nor  the  wife  having 
any  interest  in  the  decision.^     So,  in  an  action   by  the  indorsee 


'  In  the  report,  the  decision  is  said  to  have  been  one  of  Ld.  Mansfield's,  but 
this  is  probably  a  mistake,  as  the  case  referred  to  would  seem  to  be  that  of 
Nordejn  v.  Williamson,  1  Taunt.  377. 

^  This  was  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  16  &  17  T.,  c.  S3.  See  ante, 
§  1352. 

^  Barbat  v.  Allen,  7  Ex.  E.  609.  *  Gr.  Ev,  ?  342,  in  part. 

5  See  E.  v.  Halliday,  20  L.  J.,  M.  C.  148;  8  Cox,  298;  Bell,  C.  C.  257, 
S.  C.' 

"  E.  V.  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad.  639,  647;  E.  v.  All  Saints,  Worcester,  6  M. 
&  Sel.  194.  These  cases  overrule  E.  v.  Cliviger,  2  T.  E.  263,  where  it  was 
broadly  held,  that  a  wife  was  in  every  case  incompetent  to  give  evidence, 
tending  to  criminate  her  husband. 
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against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  wife  of  the  drawer 
would  probably  be  permitted  to  prove  that  her  husband  had  forged 
the  bill;'  though, — subsequently  to  the  decision  of  R.  v.  Bathwick, 
— two  learned  judges  are  reported  to  have  held,  that,  on  an  indict- 
ment for  theft,  a  woman  could  not  be  called  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown,  to  prove  that  her  husband,  who  had  absconded,  was  present 
when  the  property  was  taken,  and  that  she  saw  him  deliver  it  to 
the  prisoner.^ 


§  1369.  But  although,  in  these  cases,  the  wife  will  he  permitted  §  1234 
to  testify  against  her  husband,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  she 
can  be  compelled  to  do  so;  and  the  better  opinion  is  that  she 
may  throw  herself  upon  the  protection  of  the  court,  and  decline  to 
answer  any  question,  which  would  tend  to  expose  her  husband  to 
a  criminal  charge.'  • 


§  1370.  In  all  actions,  suits,  and  other  proceedings  between  §  1235 
third  parties,  husbands  and  wives  will  be  permitted  to  contradict, 
and  even  to  discredit,  each  other  "as  freely  as  if  the  marriage  was 
void.*  If  this  were  not  the  law,  great  injustice  might  be  done; 
since  the  competency  of  the  witness  would  then  depend  upon  the 
marshalling  of  the  evidence,  and  the  testimony  of  a  husband  might 
be  rendered  inadmissible  for  the  defendant,  from  the  accidental 
circumstances  of  his  wife  having  been  previously  called  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  though  had  the  defendant  been  entitled  to  begin, 
the  husband  would  have  been  examined,  and  the  wife  rejected.  In 
Ireland,  all  the  judges  have  held,  that  the  evidence  of  a  wife  could 
not  be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  she  was  brought  to  contradict 


'  Henman  v.  Dickinson,  5  Bing.  183;  2  M.  &  P.  982,  S.  C.  In  this  case 
the  point  was  not  expressly  decided. 

'  E.  V.  Gleed,  2  Euss..  C.  &  M.  983,  per  Taunton  &  Littledale,  Js. 
Sed  qu. 

'  E.  V.  All  Saints,  Worcester,  6  M.  &  Sel.  200,  per  Bayley,  J. ;  Cartwright 
V.  Green,  8  Ves.  405;  post,  ?  1453. 

*  Stapleton  v.  Crofts,  18  Q.  B.  368,  per  Ld.  Campbell;  373,  per  Erie  J.;  2 
B.  &  Ad.  646,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  6  M.  &  Sel.  198,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough; 
Annesley  v.  Ld.  Anglesea,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  1276. 
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the. testimony  of  her  husband,  even  where  he  was  the  prosecutor  of 
an  indictment.' 


§  1371.^  On  the  rule  which  precludes  husbands  and  wives  from  ?  1236 
giving  testimony  for  Or  against  each  other  in  criminal  proceedings, 
a  necessary  exception  has  been  engrafted  at  common  law,  when  a 
personal  injury  has  been  committed  by  the  one  against  the  other. 
Were  it  not  for  this  exception,  the  wife  would  be  exposed  without 
remedy  to  brutal  treatment.'  If,  therefore,  a  man  be  indicted  for 
the  forcible  abduction  of  a  woman -with  intent  to  marry  her,*  she  is 
clearly  a  competent  witness  against  him,  if  the  force  were  continuing 
against  her  till  the  marriage.  Of  this  last  fact  also  she  is  a  com- 
petent witness;  and  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  she  is  still 
competent,  notwithstanding  her  subsequent  assent  to  the  marriage, 
and  her  voluntary  cohabitation;  for,  otherwise,  the  offender  would 
take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.^  So,  on  an  indictment  for  the 
fraudulent  abduction  of  an  heiress,  the  lady  has  been  admitted  as  a 
witness  for  the  prosecution.*  So,  a  wife  may  testify  against  her 
husband  on  an  indictment  for  assisting  at  a  rape  committed  on  her 
person;'  or,  for  an  assault  and  battery  upon  her;*  or,  for  mali- 
ciously shooting,"  or  attempting  to  poison,'"  her;  or,  it  seems,  for 
any  other  offence  against  her  liberty  or  person.  "  She  may  also 
exhibit  articles  of  the  peace  against  him,  in  which  case  her  affidavit 
will  not  be  allowed  to  be  controlled  and  overthrown  by  his  own.'^ 

'  E.  V.  Houlton,  Jebb,  C.  C.  24.  ■  '  Gr.  Ev.  ?  343,  in  part. 

"  See  Bentley  v.  Cooke,  3  Doug.  424. 

*  Under  24  &  25  V.,  c.  100,  ?  54. 

*  E.  V.  Wakefield,  trial  published  by  Murray;  2  Lew.  C.  C.  279,   S.  C;  1 
East,  P.  C.  454;  Brown's  case,  1  Ventr.  243;  1  Euss.  C.  &   M.    709;   2   id. 
984;  Perry's  case,  cited  in  R.    v.  Serjeant,  Ey.    &  M.  352;   1  Hawk.  c.    41,      • 
?  13,  1  Bl.  Com.  443;  M'Nally,  Ev.  179,  180;  3  Chit.  Cr.  L.  817,  n.  y. 

^  E.  V.  Yore,  1  Jebb  &  Sy.  563.  This  case  was  decided  on  the  Irish  Act, 
now  repealed,  of  10  G.  4,  c.  34,  ?  23.  The  law  is  re-enacted  in  24  &  25  V., 
c.  100,  §  53. 

'  Ld.  Audley's  case,  3  How.  St.  Tr.  402,  413,  Hutt,  115,  116;  B.  N.  P. 
287;  E.  v.  Jellyman,  8  C.  &  P.  604. 

*  B.  N.  P.  287;  E.  v.  Azire,  1  Str.  633;  Soule's  case,  5  Greenl.  407. 
'  E.  V.  "Whitchouse,  cited  2  Euss.  C.  &  M.  984. 

'»  E.  V.  Jagger,  cited  2  Euss.  C.  &  M.  984. 

"  Per  HuUock,  B.,  in  E.  v.  Wakefield,  trial  published  by  Murray,  257. 
"  E.  V.  Doherty,  13  East,  171;    Ld.  Vane's  case,  id.  u.  a;  2  Str.    1202; 
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Indeed,  Mr.  East  considers  it  to  be  settled,  that  "  in  all  cases  of 
personal  injuries  committed  by  the  husband  or  wife  against  each 
other,  the  injured  party  is  an  admissible  witness  against  the  other." ' 
But  though  competent  as  a  witness,  it  is  not  indispensable  that 
such  party  should  be  called; '  and  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd  seems  to 
have  thought,  that  the  husband  or  wife  could  only  be  admitted  to 
prove  facts,  which  could  not  be  proved  by  any  other  witness.'  Still, 
it  may  fairly  be  questioned  whether  this  be  not  restricting  the  rule 
within  too  narrow  bounds.  For  many  years  doubts  were  entertained 
whether  a  wife  was,  or  was  not,  an  admissible  witness  against  her 
husband,  in  cases  where  he  was  proceeded  against,  under  the 
Vagrant  Act,*  as  a  rogue  and  vagabond  for  deserting-  her,  and  for 
causing  her  to  become  chargeable  to  the  parish.*  These  doubts 
have  now  been  resolved  in  the  negative.  ° 


§  1371a.  It  must  here  be  noted  that  the  exception  illustrated  in 
the  last  section,  has,  with  injudicious  strictness,  been  confined  to 
mere  personal  injuries ;  and  consequently,  a  husband  has  not  been 
permitted  to  give  evidence  against  his  wife  or  her  paramour,  where 
the  two  offenders  were  indicted  conjointly  for  stealing  his  property  at 
the  time  of  their  elopement.'  However,  this  unsatisfactory  state  of 
the  law  has  now,  by  the  joint  operation  of  two  statutes,*  been  re- 
medied, and  in  any  criminal  proceeding,  whether  brought  by  a 
wife  against  her  husband  "  for  the  protection  and  security  of  her 
own  separate  property,"  or  brought  by  a  husband  against  his  wife 
with  respect  to  his  property,  the  spouses  respectively  "shall  be 


R.  V.  Ld.  Ferrers,  1  Burr.  635.  Her  affidavit  is  also  admissible,  on  an  ap- 
plication for  an  information  against  him  for  an  attempt  to  take  her  by  force, 
contrary  to  articles  of  separation;  Lady  Lawley's  case,  B.  N.  P.  287;  or, 
on  a  habeas  corpus  sued  out  by  him,  for  the  same  object,  E.  v.  Mead,  1 
Burr.  542. 

'  1  East,  P.  C.  455;  The  People,  ex.  rel.  Ordronaux  v.  Chegaray,  18  Wend. 
642.  2  R.  V.  Pearce,  9  C.  &  P.  668. 

'  In  R.  V.  Whitehouse,  cited  2  Russ.  C.  &  M.  984. 

•  5  G.  4,  c.  83,  §4;  amended  by  34  &  35  V.,  c.  112,  ?  15. 

*  Sweeney  v.  Spooner,  32  L.  J.   M.  C.  82;  3  B.  &  S.  329,  S.  C. 

«  Reeve  v.  "Wood,  34  L.  J.,  M.  C.  15;  10  Cox,  58;  5  B.  &  S.  364,  S.  C. 
'  R.  V.  Brittleton  &  Bates,  L.  R.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  266;  53  L.    J.,    M.   C.  83, 
S.  C. 
»  45  &  46  v.,  c.  75,  ?§  12,  16;  amended  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  14,  §  1. 
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competent  and  admissible  witnesses,  and,  except  when  defendant, 
compellable  to  give  evidence."  ' 


§  1372.^  In  cases  of  high  treason,  the  question,  whether  the  ?  1237 
wife  is  admissible  as  a  witness  against  her  husband,  has  been 
much  discussed,  and  opinions  of  great  weight  have  been  given  on 
both  sides.  The  affirmative  of  the  question  is  maintained,'  on  the 
ground  of  the  extreme  necessity  of  the  case,  and  the  nature  of  the 
offence,  tending,  as  it  does,  to  the  destruction  of  many  lives,  the 
subversion  of  government,  and  the  sacrifice  of  social  happiness. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  argued,  that  these  political  reasons  are 
not  sufficient  to  support  an  exception  to  a  rule  of  general  utility, 
and  that,  as  the  wife  is  not  ,bound  to  discover  her  husband's  treason,* 
by  parity  of  reason,  she  is  not  compellable  to  testify  against  him.° 
The  latter  is  perhaps  the  better  opinion. 

§  1373.  The  third  class  of  persons  incompetent  to  testify  ^  1238 
includes  witnesses,  who,  being  called  for  the  Crown  in  cases  of 
high  treason  or  misprision  of  treason,  have  not  been  included  or 
properly  described  in  a  list  duly  delivered  to  the  defendant.  This 
head  of  incompetency  rests  on  an  Act  passed  in  the  seventh  year  of 
Queen  Anne,  which  enacts,^  that,  "  when  any  person  is  indicted  for 
high  treason,  or  misprision  of  treason,  a  list  of  the  witnesses  that 
shall  be  produced  on  the  trial  for  proving  the  said  indictment,  and 
of  the  jury,  mentioning  the  names,  profession,  and  place  of  abode 
of  the  said  witnesses  and  jurors,  be  also  given  at  the  same  time  that 
the  copy  of  the  indictment  is  delivered  to  the  party  indicted;  and 
that  copies  of  all  indictments  for  the  offences  aforesaid,  with  such 
lists,  shall  be  delivered  to  the  party  indicted,  ten  days  before  the 


'  47  &  48  v.,  c.  14,  §1. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  I  345,  in  great  part. 

=  B.  N.  P.  286;  1  Glib.  Ev.  252;  Grigg's  case,  T.  Eay.  1. 

*  1  Brownl.  47. 

=  I.Hale,  301;  2  Hawk.  c.  46,  |  82;  Bac.  Abr.,  tit.  Ev.  A.  1;  1  Chit.  Cr. 
L.  595;  M'Nally,  Ev.  181. 

«  7  A.,  c.  21,  §  11;  extended  to  Ireland  by  17  &  18  V.,  c.  26.  This  last 
Act  was  passed  in  consequence  of  the  decision  of  "the  House  of  Lords  in 
O'Brien  v.  E.,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  465. 
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trial,  and  in  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses."  It  must 
be  noted,  that  these  words  do  not  extend  to  treasons  which  con- 
sist in  compassing  the  assassination,  woundinjg,  or  injuring  the 
person  of  the  Sovereign,  or  to  the  misprisions  of  such  treasons; 
because  parties  accused  of  such  grievous  offences  are,  by  statute, 
rendered  liable  to  be  dealt  with  as  if  they  stood  charged  with 
murder.'  Moreover,  though,  in  strict  law;  the  list  of  witnesses 
should  be  delivered  simultaneously  with  the  jury  list  and  the  copy 
of  the  indictment,  and  that,  too,  ten  days  at  least  before  the  arraign.- 
ment  (for  the  word  "trial"  must,  since  the  Jury  Act,  bear  this 
interpretation^)  and  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses;^— yet  any  objection  founded  on  the  non-compliance  with 
these  regulations  must  be  taken  before  the  jury  are  sworn,  and  can 
only  have  the  effect  of  postponing  the  trial.'  If,  however,  instead 
of  raising  any  objection  which  goes  to  the  array  of  witnesses,  the 
defendant  simply  objects  that  some  particular  witness  is  incom- 
petent, as  not  being  included  in  the  list,  or  as  being  misdescribed 
therein,  this  point,  like  any  other  question  of  competency,  may  be 
taken  upon  the  voire  dire  when  the  witness  is  called,  and  if  it  pre- 
vails, he  cannot  be  examined.'' 


§  1374  The  Act,  as  we  have  seen,  requires  that  the  name,  place  i  1239 
of  abode,  and  profession,  of  each  witness  should  be  stated  in  the 
list,  the  object  of  this  regulation  being,'  that  the  defendant  should 
be  enabled  before  the  trial  to  make  all  due  inquiry  respecting  the 
characters  or  the  persons  who  are  about  to  testify  against  him.  It 
is  not,  however,  necessary  that  the  list  should  specify  the  particular 
house  or  street  where  the  witness  resides,  but  it  will  suffice  if  it 
describes  him  as  living  in  a  certain  town  or  parish.*  So,  if  the 
witness  has  two  or  more  residences,  the  list  need  only  specify  one; 
but  if  it  aim  at  further  particularity,  and  any  one  of  the  places  of 
abode  be  misdescribed,  this  inaccuracy  will  vitiate  the  whole  descrip- 


1  39  &  40  G.  3,  c.  93;  1  &  2  G.  4,  c.  24,  §  2,  Ir.;  5  &  6  V.,  c.  51,  ?  1; 
ante,  ?  958. 

^  6  G.  4,  c.  50,  ?  21;  E.  v.  Ld.  Geo.  Gordon,  21  How.  St.  Tr.  643. 

'  R.  V.  Frost,  9  C.  &  P.  162—187;  2  Moo.  C.  C.  140,  S.   C;  O'Brien  v.  E., 
2H.  ofL.  Cas.  465. 

•  E.  V.  Frost,  9  C.  &  P.  183.  s  i^  147^  143 
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tioQ.'  If  the  witness  has  recently  changed  his  place  of  abode,  the 
prisoner  must  be  furnished  with  a  description  of  his  last  residence, 
and  it  will  not  be  sufi&cient  to  describe  him  aa. lately  abiding  at  the 
former  place.'' 


§  1375.  The  last  class  of  persons  rejected  by  the  law  as  wit-  ^  1240 
nesses,  includes  all  those  who  are  incapable  of  comprehending  the 
nature  of  an  oath  or  affirmation,  or  of  giving  a  moderately  rational 
answer  to  a  sensible  question.  It  makes  no  difference  from  what 
cause  this  incapacity  may  arise;  for  whether  it  be  occasioned  by  a 
congenital  want  of  intellect,  or  by  some  temporary  obscuration  of 
the  reasoning  faculties,  or  by  mere  unripeness  of  understanding, — 
whether  the  person  be  an  idiot,  a  lunatic,  a  drunkard,  or  a  child, — 
he  cannot,  so  long  as  the  defect  exists,  be  examined  as  a  witness.^ 
The  incapacity,  however,  is  only  co-extensive  with  the  defect.  Thus 
a  monomaniac,  or  a  person  who  is  afflicted  with  partial  insanity, 
will  be  an  admissible  witness,  if  the  judge  finds  upon  investigation 
that  he  is  aware  of  the  nature  of  an  oath  or  declaration,  and  that 
he  is  capable  of  understanding  the  subject,  with  respect  to  which 
he  is  required  to  testify.*  So,  in  the  case  of  total  madness,  the 
occurrence  of  a  lucid  interval,'— in  the  case  of  intoxication,  the 
return  of  sobriety,^ — ^will  render  the  witness  competent;  and  the 
judges  will  occasionally  postpone  trials  of  importance,  if  they  have 
good  oaiise  to  believe  that  the  witness  within  a  reasonable  time  will 
be  able  to  testify,  and  if,  without  his  testimony,  the  ends  of  justice 
will  probably  be  defeated.'     In  all  such  cases,  however,  the  applica- 

'  9  C.  &  P.  151—153. 

=  R.  1).  Watson,  2  Stark.  R.  116,  128;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  69—73,  S.  C. 

^  In  India,  the  rule  on  this  subject  is  as  follows: — "All  persons  shall  be 
competent  to  testify,  unless  the  court  considers  that  they  are  prevented  from 
understanding  the  questions  put  to  them,  or  from  giving  rational  answers  to 
those  questions,  by  tender  years,  extreme  old  age,  disease  whether  of  body  or 
mind,  or  any  other  cause  of  the  same  kind.  Explanation — A  lunatic  is  not 
incompetent  to  testify,  unless  he  is  prevented  by  his  lunacy  from  under- 
standing the  questions  put  to  him  and  giving  rational  answers  to  them."  ? 
118  of  Ind.  Ev.  Act,  1872. 

*  E.  V.  Hill,  2  Den.  254.  See  Spittle  v.  "Walton,  11  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  420;  40 
L.  J.,  Ch.  368,  S.C. 

^  Com.  Dig.  Testmoigne,  A.  1. 

*  Hartford  v.  Palmer,  16  Johns.  153;  Hein.  ad  Pand.,  Pars  3,  ?  14. 
'  E.  V.  White,  1  Lea.  430,  n.  a;  3  Bac.  Ab.  202,  n. 
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tion  for  postponement  must  be  made  before  the  jury  is  sworn,  as 
the  court  cannot  on  this  ground  discharge  the  jury  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  trial.' 


§  1376.^  The  judges  formerly  held  that  persons  deaf  and  dumb  I  1241 
from  their  birth,  were  in  contemplation  of  law  idiots;'  but  this 
presumption  is  certainly  no  longer  recognised,*  as  persons  afflicted 
with  these  calamities  have  been  found,  by  the  light  of  modem 
science,  to  be  much  more  intelligent  in  general,  and  to  be  suscep- 
tible of  far  higher  culture,  than  was  once  supposed.'^  Still,  when  a 
deaf  mute  is  adduced  as  a  witness,  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of 
due  caution,  will  take  care  to  ascertain  before  he  is  examined,  that 
he  possesses  the  requisite  amount  of  intelligence,  and  that  he 
understands  the  nature  of  an  oath.  "When  the  judge  is  satisfied  on 
these  heads,  the  witness  may  be  sworn  and  give  evidence  by  means 
of  an  interpreter.  If  he  is  able  to  communicate  his  ideas  perfectly 
by  writing,  he  will  be  required  to  adopt  that,  as  the  more  satis- 
fectory  method;*  but  if  his  knowledge  of  ihat  method  is  imperfect, 
he  will  be  permitted  to  testify  by  means  of  signs.' 


§  1377.  With  respect  to  children,  no  precise  age  is  fixed  by  law, 
■within  which  they  are  absolutely  excluded  from  giving  evidence, 
on  the  presumption  that  they  have  not  sufficient  understanding. 
Neither  can  any  precise  rule  be  laid  down  respecting  the  degree  of 
intelligence  and  knowledge,  which  will  render  a  child  a  competent 
witness.     In   all  questions  of  this  kind  much  must  ever  depend 


1  E.  V.  Wade,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  86;  E.  v.  Kinloch,  18  How.  St.  Tr.  402,  408. 
■■'  Gr.  Ev.  I  366,  in  some  part. 
'  E.  V.  Steel,  1  Lea.  452. 

*  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  1  Kay  &  L.  9,  per  'Wood,  V.-C.  If  a  deaf  mute  be 
put  on  his  trial  for  felony,  and  the  jury  find  that  he  cannot  understand  the 
proceedings,  he  will  be  detained  as  a  non-sane  person  during  the  Queen's 
pleasure,  E.  v.  Berry,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  447;  45  L.  J.,  M.  C.  123,  S.  C. 

*  On  one  occasion  the  author  had  to  decide  a  cause  at  the  Lambeth  County 
Court  on  the  sole  testimony  of  three  deaf  and  dumb  witnesses,  viz.,  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  on  the  one  side,  and  the  defendant  on  the  other. 

"  Morrison  v.  Lennard,  3  C.  &  P.  127,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

'  Id.;  E.  V.  Euston;  1  Lea.  408;  E.  v.  Steel,  id.  452;  The  Stat«  v.  De  Wolf,  8 
Conn.  93;  Com.  v.  Hill,  14  Mass.  207. 
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upon  the  good  sense  and  discretion  of  the  judge; '  who  will  do  well 
in  remembering  the  wise  rule  promulgated  by  the  Indian  Evidence 
Act  of  1855,  that  "  children  under  seven  years  of  age,  who  appear 
incapable  of  receiving  just  impressions  of  the  facts  "  to  be  deposed 
to,  "  or  of  relating  them  truly,"  ^  ought  not  to  be  examined.  In 
practice,  it  is  not  unusual  to  receive  testimony  of  children  of 
eight  or  nine  years  of  age  when  they  appear  to  possess  sufficient 
understanding;  and  in  Braiser's  case,'  which  was  an  indictment  for 
assaulting  with  intent  to  rape  an  infant,  who  was  certainly  under 
seven  years  of  age,''  and  perhaps  only  five,*  all  the  judges  held  that 
she  might  have  been  examined  upon  oath,  if,  on  strict  examination 
by  the  court,  she  had  been  found  to  comprehend  the  danger  and 
impiety  of  falsehood.  But,  in  Pike's  case,*  Mr.  Justice  Park,  with 
the  concurrence  of  Mr.  Justice  James  Parke,  promptly  rejected  the 
dying  declarations  of  a  child  of  four  years  of  age,  observing  that, 
however  precocious  her  mind  might  have  been,  it  was  quite  impos- 

'  The  utter  want  of  discretion  in  dealing  with  this  subject,  which  has  some- 
times been  evinced  by  the  inferior  functionaries  of  the  law,  is  admirably 
ridiculed  by  Mr.  Dickens  in  his  "Bleak  House."  A  little  crossing-sweeper 
being  brought  up  before  a  coroner,  to  give  evidence  on  an  Inquest,  the 
narrative  thus  proceeds: — "  '  Name  Jo.  Nothing  else  that  he  knows  on. 
*  *  *  Knows  a  broom's  a  broom,  and  knows  it's  wicked  to  tell  a  lie. 
Don't  recollect  who  told  him  about  the  broom,  or  about  the  lie,  but  knows 
both.  Can't  exactly  say  what'll  be  done  to  him  arter  he's  dead,  if  he  tells  a 
lie  to  the  gentleman,  but  believes  it'll  be  something  wery  bad  to  punish  him, 
andsarvehim  right — and  so  he'll  tell  the  truth.'  'This  won't  do,  gentle- 
men,' says  the  coroner,  with  a  melancholy  shako  of  the  head.  '  Don't  you 
think  you  can  receive  his  evidence,  sir?'  asks  an  attentive  juryman.  'Out 
oi-  the  question,'  says  the  coroner;  'you  have  heard  the  boy;  can't  exactly 
say  won't  do,  you  know.  We  can't  take  that  in  a  court  of  justice,  gentlemen. 
It's  terrible  depravity.  Put  the  boy  aside.'  Boy  put  aside;  to  the  great 
edification  of  the  audience;  especially  of  little  Swills,  the  comic  vocalist." 
P.  104. 

'  Act  ii.  of  1855,  §  14.     Now  repealed  by  the  Indian  Evid.  Act,  1872. 

'  E.  V.  Brasier,  1  Lea.  199;  1  East,  P.  C.  443;  B.  N.  P.  293,  S.  C;  Jackson 
V.  Gridley,  18  Johns.  98. 

*  1  Lea.  199.  See  R.  v.  Perkin,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  139,  where  Alderson,  B., 
observed— "It  certainly  is  not  law  that  a  child  under  seven  cannot  be  ex- 
amined as  a  witness.  If  he  shows  sufficient  capacity  on  examination,  a  judge 
will  allow  him  to  be  sworn."  See,  also,  E.  v.  Holmes,  2  Post.  &  Fin.  788,  where 
a  child  six  years  old  was  allowed  to  testify  as  to  a  rape  having  been  committed 
on  her,  she  having  stated  to  the  judge,  Wightman,  J. ,  that  she  said  her  prayers, 
and  thought  it  was  wrong  to  tell  lies. 

'  1  East,  P.  C.  443.  «  3  C.  &  P.  598. 
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sible  that  she  could  have  had  sufficient  understanding  to  render  her 
declarations  admissible. 

§  1878.  It  is  here  proper  to  observe  that  the  law,  in  its  wisdom,  ?  1242 
places  no  reliance  on  unsworn  testimony.  Many  witnesses  would, 
doubtless,  feel  bound  to  speak  the  truth  in  courts  of  justice,  as  else- 
where, from  a  simple  regard  to  their  own  characters,  or  to  the 
common  interests  of  society,  or  from  a  sense  of  moral  rectitude, 
quite  irrespective  of  any  religious  belief,  or  of  any  fear  of  punish- 
ment. But  such  upright  motives  would,  as  surely,  be  often  dis- 
regarded by  unscrupulous  persons;  and  common  prudence,  there- 
fore suggest  the  propriety  of  having  recourse  to  such  additional 
safeguards  against  deception  as  may  be  readily  available.  Now,  two 
of  the  main  seoureties  which  the  law  provides  for  the  truth  of  testi- 
mony in  judicial  proceedings  are,  that  it  be  delivered,  first,  under 
the  religious  or  moral  sanction  of  an  oath,  affirmation,  or  declara- 
tion; and  next,  at  the  risk  of  a  prosecution  for  perjury.  Indeed, 
no  person,  whatever  functions  he  may  have  to  discharge  in  relation 
to  the  cause  in  question,  or  whatever  be  his  rank,  age,'  country,^  or 
belief,  can  give  testimony  upon  any  trial,  civil  or  criminal,^  until  be 
have,  in  one  form  or  other,  either  given  an  outward  pledge  that  he 
considers  himself  responsible  to  God  for  the  truth  of  what  he  is 
about  to  narrate,  or,  at  least,  rendered  himself  liable  to  the  tem- 
poral penalties  of  perjury,  in  the  event  of  his  wilfully  and  corruptly 
giving  false  testimony.* 

§  1379.  Thus,  although  each  juryman  may  apply  to  the  subject   g  1244  j 
before  him  that  general  knowledge  which  any  man  may  be  supposed 


1  E.  V.  Brasier,  1  Lea.  199,  overruling  the  opinion  of  Ld.  Hale.  See  1  Hale, 
634. 

^  In  some  few  of  the  British  colonies,  where  the  aborigines  are  "destitute 
of  the  knowledge  of  God  and  of  any  religious  belief,"  ordinances  have  been 
made  for  the  admission  of  the  testimony  of  such  persons  without  the  previous 
sanction  of  an  oath,  and  the  legality  of  such  ordinances  has  been  recognised 
and  established  by  the  Legislature.     See  6  &  7  V. ,  c.  22. 

^  This  law  applies  to  courts-martial,  see  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58,  ?  52,  subs.  3. 
A  witness  who  commits  perjury  before  a  court-martial  may,  if  subject,  to 
military  law,  be  punished  by  court-martial,  ?  29;  but  if  jiot  so  subject,  he 
must  be  prosecuted  before  a  civil  court,  §  126,  subs.  2. 

*  See  32  &  33  V.,  c.  68,  |  4,  cited  post,  ?  1382. 
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to  have,  yet  if  he  be  personally  acquainted  with  any  material  parti- 
cular fact,  he  is  not  permitted  to  mention  the  circumstance  privately 
to  his  fellows,  but  he  must  submit  to  be  publicly  sworn  and 
examined,  though  there  be  no  necessity  for  his  leaving  the  box,  or 
declining  to  interfere  in  the  verdict.'  So  a  judge,  before  whom  the 
cause  is  tried,  must  conceal  any  fact  within  his  own  knowledge, 
unless  he  be  first  sworn ;  ^  and  consequently,  if  he  be  the  sole  judge, 
it  seems  that  he  cannot  depose  as  a  witness,'  though  if  he  be  sitting 
with  others,  he  may  then  be  sworn  and  give  evidence.*  In  this  last 
case,  the  proper  course  appears  to  be  that  the  judge,  who  has  thus 
become  a  witness,  should  leave  the  bench,  and  take  no  further 
judicial  part  in  the  trial,^  because  he  can  hardly  be  deemed  capable 
of  impartially  deciding  on  the  admissibility  of  his  own  testimony, 
or  of  weighing  it  against  that  of  another.  °  It  must,  however,  be 
noticed,  that  on  several  occasions,  when  trials  have  been  instituted 
before  the  High  Court  of  Parliament,  peers,  who  have  been  examined 
as  witnesses,  have,  nevertheless,  taken  part  in  the  verdict  subse- 
quently pronounced.'  But,  perhaps,  these  cases  are  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  law  as  above  stated,  since  in  trials  before  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  peers  must  be  regarded  at  least  as  much  in  the  light 
of  jurors  as  of  judges;  and  it  has  been  shown  that  a  juryman  is  not 
disqualified  from  acting,  simply  by  being  called  as  a  witness. 

§  1380.  Again,  though  a  Peer  is  privileged,  while   sitting  in  ■?  1245 
judgment,  to  give  his  verdict  upon  his  honour,'  and  was  also  per- 


'  R  V.  Eosser,  7  C.  &  P.  648,  per  Parke,  B. ;  Manley  v.  Shaw,  C.  &  Marsh. 
361,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Bennet  v.  Hartford,  Sty.  233;  Fitz- James  v.  Moys,  1 
Sid.  133;  Andr.  321,  arg.;  R.  v.  Heath,  18  How.  St.  Tr.  123;  E.  v.  Sutton,  4 
M.  &  Sel.  532,  541,  542;  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1012,  n. 

'  R.  V.  Anderson,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  874;  Hurpurshad  v.  Sheo  Dyal,  L.  R.  3 
Ind.  App.  259,  286. 

^  Ross  V.  Buhler,  2  Mart,  N.  S.  312.     But  see  11  How.  St.  Tr.  459. 

*  Trial  of  the  Regicides,  Kel.  12;  5  How.  St.  Tr.  1181,  n.  S.  C. 

^  Id.     As  to  when  judges  are  not  compellable  to  testify,  see  ante,  ?  938. 

^  Eoss  V.  Buhler,  2  Mart.,  N.  S.  312.  So  is  the  law  of  Spain;  Partid.  3, 
tit.  16,  1.  19;  1  Moreau  and  Carleton's  Tr.  p.  200; — and  of  Scotland,  Glassf. 
Ev.  602;  Tait.  Ev.  432;  Stair,  Inst.  lib.  4  tit.  45,  4;  Ersk.,  Inst.  lib.  4,  tit. 
2,  33. 

'  7  How.  St.  Tr.  1384,  1458,  1552;  16  How.  St.  Tr.  1252,  1391. 

s  3  Inst.  49. 
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mitted,  under  the  old  law,  to  answer  a  bill  in  Chancery  npon  his 
protestation  of  honour,  and  not  upon  his  oath,'  he  cannot  be 
examined  as  a  witness  in  any  cause,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  or  in 
any  court  of  justice,  whether  it  be  an  inferior  court  or  the  House  of 
Lords,  or  in  any  manner,  whether  viva  voce,  or  by  interrogatories, 
or  by  affidavit,  unless  he  be  first  sworn  ;^  for  the  respect  which  the 
law  shows  to  the  honour  of  a  Peer,  does  not  extend  bo  far  as  to 
overturn  the  settled  maxim,  that  in  judicio  non  creditur  nisi  juratis.' 
If,  therefore,  he  refuses  to  take  the  necessary  oath  or  affirmation, 
he  will,  notwithstanding  the  privileges  of  peerage  or  of  Parliament, 
be  guilty  of  a  contempt  for  which  he  may  be  committed  and  fined.* 
On  a  trial  in  Ireland,  where  the  Lord  Lieutenant  was  called  as  a 
witness,  an  attestation  on  honour,  instead  of  an  oath,  was  by  mis- 
take administered  to  him,  and  he  was  then  examined  and  cross- 
examined,  without  any  objection  being  taken  to  the  reception  of  his 
evidence.  Subsequently,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  on  the 
ground  that  the  testimony  of  an  unsworn  witness  had  been  received; 
but  the  court,  having  ascertained  that  the  losing  party  had  from 
the  first  been  aware  of  the  irregularity,  very  properly  held  that  his 
objection  came  too.  late,^  and  the  rule  was  consequently  discharged.' 

§  1381.  It  seems  that  even  the  Sovereign  could  not  now  claim  § 
any  exemption  from  the  rule  requiring  oral  testimony  to  be  given 
upon  oath,'  though,  on  one  occasion,  the  simple  certificate  of  King 
James  I.,  as  to  what  had  passed  in  his  hearing,  was  received  as 
evidence  in  the  Court  of  Chancery.*  The  question  whether  the 
Sovereign  could  be  examined  as  a  witness  at  all,  seeing  that  the 
evidence  would  be  without  temporal  sanction,  may  admit  of  some 
doubt.     The  point  arose  in  the  reign  of  Charles  I.,  when  the  Earl 


1  Mearsi).  Ld.  Stourton,  1  P.  Wms.  146;  2  Salk.  512,  S.  C. ;  Cons.  Ord.  Ch. 
1860,  Ord.  XV.,  r.  6,  now  annulled  by  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  App.  O. 

^  2  How.  St.  Tr.  772,  n.;  7  How.  St.  Ti-.  1458;  16  How.  St.  Tr.  1252;  E.  v. 
Preston,  1  Salk.  278;  Ld.  Shaftesbury  v.  Ld.  Digby,  3  Keb.  631. 

'  2  Salk.  512;  Cro.  Car.  64;  1  Bl.  Com.  402;  3  Bac.  Abr.  202. 

*  3  Salk.  278;  4  Ld.  Brougham's  Speech,  368. 

'  See  Richards  v.  Hough,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  361. 

"  Birch  V.  Somerville,  2  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  243. 

'  2  Roll.  Abr.  686;  Omiohund  v.  Barker,  Willes,  550. 

8  Abignye  v.  Clifton,  Hob.  213. 

(4044) 


1246 


OHAP.  II.]         WITN.  INSENSIBLE  TO  OBLIGATION  OF  OATH.  1175 

of  Bristol,  who  was  impeached  for  high  treason,  proposed  to  call 
the  King,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  certain  conversations  which 
he  had  held  with  him  while  Prince.  The  subject  was  referred  to 
the  judges;  but  they,  acting  under  the  direction  of  his  Majesty, 
forbore  from  giving  any  opinion,  and  the  question  remains  to  this 
day  undetermined.'  In  the  Berkeley  Peerage  case,  counsel  enter- 
tained some  idea  of  calling  the  Prince  Regent  as  a  witness;  but  it 
ultimately  became  unnecessary  to  do  sb.  On  the  whole,  the  better 
opinion  seems  to  be,  that  the  Sovereign,  if  so  pleased,  may  be 
examined  as  a  witness  in  any  case,  civil  or  criminal,  but  not  without 
being  sworn.  ^ 


§  1382.'  The  wisdom  of  requiring  witnesses  to  be  sworn,  except-  «  I24T 
ing  under  very  special  circumstances,  cannot  well  be  disputed;  for, 
although  the  ordinary  definition  of  an  oath, — viz.,  "  a  religious 
asserveration,  by  which  a  person  renounces  the  mercy  and  imprecates 
the  vengeance  of  Heaven,  if  he  do  not  speak  the  truth,"  * — may  be 
open  to  comment,  since  the  design  of  the  oath  is,  not  to  call  the 
attention  of  God  to  man,  but  the  attention  of  man  to  God; — not  to 
call  upon  Him  to  punish  the  vreong-doer,  but  on  the  witness  to 
remember  that  he  will  assuredly  do  so ; — still,  it  must  be  admitted, 
that  by  thus  laying  hold  of  the  conscience  of  the  witness,  the  law 
best  insures  the  utterance  of  truth.^  But  as  the  administration  of 
an  oath  supposes  that  the  witness  feels  a  moral  and  religious 
accountability  to  a  Supreme  Being,  who  will  justly  punish  perjury, 
and  from  whom  no  secrets  are  hid,  persons,  insensible  to  the  obliga- 
tions of  an  oath,  ought  not  to  be  sworn.  The  repetition  of  the 
words  of  an  oath  would,  in  their  case,  be  an  unmeaning  formality. 
The  question,  however,  still  remains: — should  such  persons  be 
allowed  to  give  testimony  in  courts  of  justice  ?  and  to  this  question, 
while  the  common  law  pronounces  a  negative,'  the  Legislature  of 


'  2  Ld.  Campbell's  Lives  of  the  Chanc,  510,  511.  '  Id.  in  n. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  328,  in  some  part. 

•  E.  V.  White,  1  Lea.  430;  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &B.  285. 

°  Tyler  on  Oaths,  12,  15.     See,  also,  Omichund  v.  Barker,  1  Atk.  21;  "Willes, 
538,  S.  C. 

'  B.  N.  P.  292;  1   Atk.   40,  45;  -Maden    u.  Catanach,  7   H.  &  N.  360;  31 
L.  J.,  Ex.  118,  S.  C. 
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1869  has  given  an  affirmative,  answer.  "If  any  person,"  says  the 
Evidence  Amendment  Act  of  that  year,'  "  called  to  give  evidence  in 
any  court  of  justice,^  whether  in  a  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  shall 
object  to  take  an  oath,  or  shall  be  objected  to  as  incompetent  to 
take  an  oath,  such  person  shall,  if  the  presiding  judge^  is  satisfied 
that  tEe  taking  of  an  oath  would  have  no  binding  effect  on  his  con- 
science, make"  a  solemn  promise  and  declaration;'  and  then,  if 
false  evidence  be  wilfully  and  corruptly  given  by  him,  he  shall  be 
liable  to  indictment  for  perjury.* 

§  1383.  The  policy  of  thus  relaxing  in  favour  of  Atheists  one  of  i  ^^8 
the  fundamental  safeguards  of  truth,  and  of  encouraging  the  public 
avowal,  if  not  the  collusive  assumption,  of  infidelity  and  irreligion, 
may  admit  of  a  serious  doubt;  and  the  more  so,  as  the  cases,  in 
which  any  inconvenience  could  arise  from  the  old  law,  are  unques- 
tionably of  very  rare  occurrence.^  "Waiving,  however,  all  discussion 
on  this  subject,  it  may  here  suffice  to  point  out  that,  to  give  vitality 
to  the  enactment  in  question,  two  events  must  concur: — ^first,  the 
person  called  as  a  witness  must  either  object  to  take  an  oath,  or  be 

'  32  &  33  v.,  0.  66,  ?  4. 

'  These  words,  "'Court  of  Justice  "  and  "presiding  judge,''  include  any 
person  or  persons  having,  by  law,  authority  to  administer  an  oath  for  the 
taking  of  evidence,"  33  &  34  T.,  c.  49,  ?  1.  But  the  Act  does  not  apply  to 
members  of  Parliament,  who  are  required  to  take  an  oath  before  voting. 
Clarke  v.  Bradlaugh,  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  342,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.,  7  Q.  B.  D. 
38,  S.  C. 

'  This  is  the  Form: — "I  solemnly  promise  and  declare  that  the  evidence 
given  by  me  to  the  court  shall  be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but 
the  truth." 

*  The  Army  Act,  1881,  contains  a  similiar  enactment  with  respect  to  wit- 
nesses summoned  to  give  evidence  before  courts-martial,  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58, 
§  52,  subs.  4.  In  India  every  person  who  may  by  law  be  sworn,  or  called 
upon  to  make  a  solemn  aflBrmation,  in  any  capacity  whatever,  may,  if  he 
objects  to  such  oath  or  solemn  affirmation,  make  in  place  thereof  a  simple 
affirmation,  omitting  the  words  'So  help  me  God,'  'In  the  presence  of 
Almighty  God,'  or  other  expressions  of  the  same  nature.  Ind.  Oaths  Act, 
No.  6  of  1872.  This  distinction  between  solemn  and  simple  affirmation  is 
sufficiently  funny. 

■  5  The  author,  during  the  thirty-two  years  he  has  been  a  Judge  of  County 
Courts,  has  heard  the  oath  administered  to  at  least  300,000  witnesses,  yet  he 
cannot  recall  to  mind  a  single  instance  where  any  atheistical  objection  to  being 
sworn  has  been  raised  before  him. 
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objected  to  as  incompetent  to  be  sworn;  and  next,  the  judge  is 
required  to  satisfy  himself  that  the  taking  of  an  oath  by  such  person 
would  have  no  binding  effect  upon  his  conscience.  An  inquiry, 
therefore,  must  always  be  made  into  the  religious  opinions  and 
moral  sentiments  of  the  witness,  and  it  is  as  necessary  now,  as  it 
was  before  the  act  was  passed,  to  guage  his  faith  in  a  Deity,  who  is 
alike  the  rewarder  of  truth  and  the  avenger  of  falsehood. 

§  1384.  Now  the  degree  of  religious  faith,  which  is  presumed  ?  1249 
capable  of  binding  the  conscience  of  a  witness  to  speak  the  truth, 
and  which  consequently  will  render  him  competent  to  take  an  oath, 
seems,  as  at  present  understood,  to  be  a  belief  in  the  existence  of 
God,  and  in  the  fact  that  Divine  punishment  will  be  the  certain 
consequence  of  perjury.  It  matters  not  whether  the  witness  believes 
that  the  punishment  will  be  inflicted  in  this  world,  or  in  the  next. 
It  is  enough  if  he  has  the  religious  sense  of  accountability  to  the 
Omniscient  Being,  who  is  invoked  by  an  oath.' 

§  1385.''  Defect  of  religious  faith  is  never  presumed.  On  the  ?  1250 
contrary,  the  law  presumes  that  every  man  brought  up  in  a 
Christian  land  believes  in  God  and  fears  Him.  The  charity  of  its 
judgment  is  extended  alike  to  all.  The  burthen  is  not  on  the  party 
adducing  the  witness,  to  prove  that  he  is  a  believer;  but  on  the 
objecting  party,  to  prove  that  he  is  not.  Neither  does  the  law 
presume  that  any  man  is  a  hypocrite,  but  it  presumes  that  he  is 
what  he  professes  to  be,  whether  atheist  or  believer;  and  whatever 
religious  opinions  he  is  proved  to  have  once  entertained,  they  are, — 
unless  a  long  interval  has  elapsed,' — presumed  to  continue  un- 
changed till  the  contrary  is  shown.*     One  mode,  and  perhaps  the 

'  In  Omichtind  v.  Barker,  Willes,  538,  545;  1  Atk.  21;  1  Smith,  L.  C,  381, 
S.  C,  the  proper  test  .of  the  competency  of  a  witness  to  be  sworn  was  settled, 
upon  great  consideration,  to  be,  the  belief  of  a  God,  and  that  he  will  reward 
and  punish  us  according  to  our  deserts.  This  rule  was  recognised  in  Butts  v. 
Swartwood,  2  Cowen,  431;  The  People  v.  Matteson,  2  C!owen,  433,  573,  n. ; 
and  by  Story,  J.,  in  Wakefield  v.  Eoss,  5  Mason,  18;  9  Dane,  Abr.  317,  S.  P. 
See,  as  to  the  Scottish  Law,  2  Dickson,  Ev.  849. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  370,  in  part. 

'  In  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bradlaugh,  per  Ld.  Coleridge,  commenting  on  the  above 
passage,  30  June,  1884. 

•  Ante,  §  197;  The  State  v.  Stinson,  7  Law  Eeporter,  383. 
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least  objectionable  mode,  of  proving  that  a  witness  is  incompetent 
to  take  an  oath  on  the  ground  of  want  of  religious  belief,  is  by 
furnishing  evidence  of  his  atheistical  declarations  previously  made 
to  others; '  but  the  witness  mayliimself  be  interrogated  upon  the 
subject,  either  before  he  is  sworn  at  all,  or  after  he  has  been  sworn 
upon  the  voire  dire;''  or,  even,  as  it  would  seem,  after  having  been 
sworn  in  the  cause.' 


§  1386.  Lord  Brougham's  Act  of  1851  to  amend  the  law  of 
Evidence  contains  an  important  clause  with  respect  to  the  admi- 
nistration of  oaths.  The  clause  is  as  follows: — "Every  court, 
judge,  justice,  officer,  commissioner,  arbitrator,  or  other  person, 
now  or  hereafter  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority 
to  hear,  receive,  and  examine .  evidence,  is  hereby  empowered  to 
administer  an  oath  to  all  such  witnesses  as  are  legally  called  before 
them  respectively."  *  The  Rules  also  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883, 
— with  the  view,  it  is  presumed,  of  making  assurance  doubly 
sure,  —  have  specially  provided  that  "  any  officer  of  the  court, 
or  other  person  directed  to  take  the  examination  of  any  wit- 
ness or  person;""  "each  chief  clerk  of  the  Chancery  Division, 
for  the  purpose  of  any  proceedings  directed  to  be  taken  before 
him;"  °  and  "the  taxing  officers  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  of  any 
Division  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  any  proceeding  before  them;  " ' 
may  respectively  administer  oaths.  Order  LXI.  further  provides 
by  E.  5,  that,  "  every  Master,  and  every  first  and  second  class  clerk 
in  the  Filing  and  Eecord  Department,  shall,  by  virtue  of  his  office, 
have  authority  to  take  oaths  and  affidavits  in  the  Supreme  Court." 
The   Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  also  contains  two    sections   on   this 


^  See  1  Law  Reporter,  pp.  347,  348,  as  to  the  American  law;  and  2  Dickson, 
E.v.  849,  850,  907,  as  to  the  Scottish  law. 

^  R.  X..  White,  1  Lea.  430;  Maden  v.  Catanach,  31  L.  J.,  Ex.  118;  7  H.  &  N. 
360,  S.  C. 

"  E.  V.  Taylor,  Pea.  E.  11,  per  BuUer.  J. ;  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.   &  B.  284. 

*  14  &  15  v.,  c.  99,  ?  16.  See,  also,  18  &  19  V.,  c.  42,  cited  post,  U  '1567, 
1568,  which  empowers  diplomatic  and  consular  agents  abroad  to  administer 
oaths  and  do  notorial  acta. 

^Ord.  XXXyiL,  E.  19. 

«  Ord.  LV.,  R.  16.     See  also  E.  17. 

'  Ord.  LXV.,  E.  27,  subs.  25. 
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subject.  The  first  provides,  that  Official  Eeceivers  "may,  for  the 
purpose  of  affidavits  verifying  proofs,  petitions,  or  other  proceedings 
under  this  Act,  administer  oaths;"'  and  the  second  enacts,  that, 
"  for  the  purpose  of  any  of  his  duties  in  relation  to  proofs,  the 
trustee  may  administer  oaths  and  take  affidavits."^ 

§  1387.  The  Consolidated  General  Orders  of  the  Court  of  i  1252 
Chancery,  which  were  promulgated  in  1860,  contained  an  express 
rule,  that  "oaths  shall  be  administered  in  a  reverent  manner."^ 
This  rule  is  now  annulled,*  but  allusion  is  here  made  to  it,  because 
it  is  feared  that  thbse  who  attend  the  sittings  at  Nisi  Prius,  or  who 
watch  the  proceedings  of  our  inferior  courts  of  Justice,  may  some- 
times be  led  to  imagine  that  no  such  rule  is  recognised  as  part  of 
the  common  law. 

§  1388.*  All   witnesses   ought   te   bo    sworn    according   to   the    i  1253 
peculiar  ceremonies  of  their  own  religion,  or  in  such  manner  as 
they  deem  binding  on  their  consciences.'     This  doctrine  of  the  civil 

M6  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  §  68,  subs.  2. 
'  Id.,  Sch.  II.,  r.  26. 
»  Ord.  XIX.,  E.  14. 

*  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  App.  O. 
'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  371,  in  part. 

*  "Quumque  sit  adseveratio  religiosa,  satis  patet,  jusjurandnm  attemperan- 
dnm  esse  cujusque  religioni."  Hein.  ad  Pand.  p.  3,  ?§  13,  ISr"  "  Quodcunque 
nomen  dederis,  id  utiqne  constat,  omne  jusjurandum  proficisci  ex"  fide  et  per- 
suasione  jurantis;  et  inutile  esse,  nisi  quis  credat  Deum,  quern  testem  advocat, 
perjnrii  suiidoneum  esse  vindicem.  Id  autem  credat,  qui  jurat  per  Deum  suum, 
per  sacra  sua,  et  ex  suS,  ipsius  animi  religione,"  &c.  Bynk.  Obs.  Jur.  Rom.  lib. 
6,  c.  2.  See,  also,  Puff.  lib.  4,  c.  2,  ^  4.  The  formula  of  taking  an  oath,  which 
was  anciently  adopted  by  the  Romans,  was  as  follows: — The  witness  held  a 
flint  stone  in  his  right  hand,  and  dropped  it  as  he  uttered  these  words — Si  sciens 
fallo,  turn  me  Diespiter,  salvA  urbe  arceque,  bonis  ejiciat,  ut  ego  hunc  lapidem. 
Adam's  Ant.  247.  Cic.  Fam.  Ep.  vii.  1,  12.  Under  the  Christain  emperors  it 
was  taken,  invocato  Dei  Omnipotentis  nomine,  Cod.  lib.  2,  tit.  4,  1.  41.  Sacro- 
sanctis  evangeliis  tactis,  Cod.  lib.  3,  tit.  1,  1.  14.  And  Constantine  adds,  in  a 
rescript,  Jurisjurandi  religione  testes,  priusquam  perhibeant  testimonium,  jam- 
dudum  arctari  prsecipimus,  Cod.  lib  4,  tit.  20,  1.  9.  In  Morgan's  case,  1  Lea. 
54,  a  Mahomedan  was  sworn  thusr^First,  he  placed  his  right  hand  flat  upon 
the  Koran,  put  the  other  band  to  his  forehead,  and  brought  the  top  of  his  fore- 
head down  to  the  book,  and  touched  it  with  his  head:  he  then  looked  for  some 
time  upon  it,  and,  on  being  asked  what  the  ceremony  was  to  produce,  he 
answered  that  he  was  bound  by  it  to  speak  the  truth.     In  Scotland,  members 
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law, — which  in  the  great  case  of  Omichund  v.  Barker '  was  settled 
to  be  also  a  rule  at  common  law,'' — has  received  a  legislative 
sanction  by  the  Act  of  1  &  2'  V.,  o.  105;  for  that  statute  enacts, 
that  all  persons  shall  be  bound  by  the  oaths  which  are  lawfully 
administered  to  them,  provided  they  are  administered  in  such 
form,  and  with  such  ceremonies,  as  the  parties  sworn  declare  to 
be  binding  on  their  consciences.  In  order  to  ascertain  what  form 
is  so  binding,  the  court  should  inquire  of  the  witness  himself; 
and  the  proper  time  for  making  this  inquiry  is  before  he  is  sworn. 
If,  however,  the  witness,  without  making  any  objection,  takes  the 
oath  in  the  usual  form,  he  may  be  afterwards  ^sked,  whether  he 
thinks  it  binding  on  his  conscience;  but  if  he  answers  in  the 
affirmative,  he  cannot  then  be  further  asked,  if  he  considers  any 
other  form  of  oath  more  binding.'  Neither  can  a  witness,  who 
states  that  he  is  a  Christian,  be  asked  any  further  questions 
before  he  is  sworn.*  If  a  witness,  without  objection,  is  sworn  in 
the  usual  mode,  but  being  of  a  different  faith,  the  oath  is  not 
in  a  form  affecting  his  conscience, — as  if,  being  a  Jew,  he  is 
sworn  on  the  Gospels, — he  is  still  punishable  for  perjury  if  he 
swears  falsely,  and  the  adverse  party  cannot  for  this  cause  have  a 
new  trial.  ° 

of  the  Kirk  are  sworn  by  the  form  of  holdiBg  up  the  right  hand,  without  touch- 
ing the  hook  or  kissing  it.  Mildrone's  case,  1  Lea.  412;  Walker's  case,  id.  498; 
Mee  V.  Eeid,  Pea.  R.  23.  It  seems  that  in  this  case  the  form  of  words  may 
either  be,  "I,  A>B.,  swear  by  God  himself,  as  I  shall  answer  to  him  at  the 
great  day  of  judgment,  that  the  evidence  I  shall  give,"  &c. ;  or,  I  swear  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  my  country  and  the  religion  I  profess  that  the  evi- 
dence," &c.  See  1  Lea.  412.  A  Jew  is  sworn  on  the  Pentateuch  with  his  head 
covered,  "Willes,  543;  but  if  he  professes  Christainity,  he  may  be  sworn  on  the 
New  Testament,  though  he  has  not  formally  renounced  Judaism,  E.  v.  Gilham, 
1  Esp.  285.  A  Chinese  is  sworn  by  the  ceremony  of  his  breaking  a  saucer  pre- 
viously to  the  administration  of  the  oath,  R.  v.  Entrehman,  C.  &  Marsh.  248. 
Roman  Catholics  in  Ireland  are  sworn  on  a  Testament,  with  a  crucifix  or  cross 
upon  it,  M'Nally,  Ev.  97. 

'  Willes,  538;  1  Atk.  21;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  381,  S.  C. 

'  Per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Miller  v.  Salomons,  7  Ex.  R.  534,  535,  and  per 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  id.  558.  '  The  Queen's  Case,  2  B.  &  B.  284. 

*  R.  V.  Serva,  2  C.  &  Kir.  56,  per  Piatt,  B. 

*  Sells  V.  Hoare,  3  B.  &  B.  232;  7  Moore,  36,  S.  C.  The  State  v.  Whisen- 
huTst,  2  Hawks.  458.  See  R.  v.  Wood,  Jebb  &  B.  vii.  Whether  a  party  will 
be  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  if  a  witness  on  the  other  side  has  testified  without 
having  been  sworn  at  all,  is  a  question,  the  solution  of  which  depends  upon 
circumstances.  If  the  omission   of  the  oath  was  known  at  the  time  of  the 
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§  1389.  Irrespective  of  the  recent  relaxation  of  the  law,  so  far  ^  1254 
as  it  relates  to  Atheists,'  the  Legislature,  out  of  tender  regard  for 
the  conscientious  scruples  of  certain  religious  seets,^  and  of  other 
persons  endowed  with  peculiar  moral  susceptibilities,  has  allowed 
them,  in  the  place  of  taking  an  oath,  to  make  a  solemn  afflrma- 
tioh;^  but  such  affirmation  has  the  same  effect  as  an  oath,  and 
persons  who  knowingly  affirm  what  is  false  are  equally  guilty  of 
perjury  with  those  who  falsely  swear.  Thus,  the  Act  of  3  &  4 
W.  4,  c.  49,  allows  Quakers  and  Moravians  to  affirm  in  all  cases 
where  an  oath  is  required;  *  the  Act  of  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  82,  contains 
a  similar  provision  in  favour  of  the' sect  of  Separatists ;  ^  and  the 
Act  of  1  &  2  v.,  c.  77, — which  was  passed  in  consequence  of  the 
decisipn  pronounced  by  the  judges  in  Doran's  case,' — extends  the 
privilege  to  all  persons  who  have  been  Quakers  or  Moravians,  but 
have  ceased  to  belong  to  either  of    those  sects.'     The  Common 

original  trial,  he  will  not.  Birch  v.  Somerville,  3  Ir.  Law  R. ,  N.  S.  243,  cited 
ante,  §  1380  ;  Lawrence  v.  Houghton,  5  Johns.  129  ;  White  v.  Hawn,  id.  351. 
But  it  was  not  discovered  till  after  the  trial,  he  will ;  Hawks  v.  Baker,  6 
Greenl.  72.     SeeEichards  v.  Hough,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  361. 

1  See  ante,  §§  1382,  1383. 

^  Gentlemen  of  the  Yea  and  Nay  school,  who  love  to  interpret  literally  our 
Saviour's  injunction,  "Swear  not  at  all,"  seem  utterly  to  ignore  the  fact  that 
Christ  himself  not  only  submitted  to  be  sworn  before  the  Sanhedrim,  but 
actually  refused  to  answer  until  he  was  put  upon  his  oath  by  the  high  priest. 
See  and  compare  5th  Ch.  of  St.  Mat.,  w.  34—37,  and.  26th  Ch.  of  St.  Matt., 
vv.  59—64. 

'  Since  the  year  1835,  declarations  have,  also,  by  virtue  of  the  wise  Act 
5  &  6  "W.  4,  c.  62,  been  substituted  on  very  many  -occasions  for  .the  oaths, 
whether  official,  or  extra-judicial,  or  voluntary,  which  were  formerly  in  use  ; 
and  any  person  who  wilfully  and  corruptly  makes  and  subscribes  any  such 
declaration,  knowing  it  to  be  untrue  in  any  material  particular,  is  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor. 

'  This  is  the  Form: — "I,  A.  B.,  being  one  of  the  people  called  Quakers, 
[or  one  of  the  pursuasion  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  or  of  the  United  Brethren 
called  Moravians,  as  the  case  may  6e,]  do  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  declare 
and  affirm,"  &c. 

^  This  is  the  Form: — "I,  A.  B.,  do,  in  the  presence  of  Almighty  God, 
solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  affirm  and  declare,  that  I  am  a  member  of  that 
religious  sect  called  Separatists,  and  that  the  taking  of  any  oath  is  contrary  to 
my  religious  belief,  as  well  as  essentially  opposed  to  the  tenets  of  that  sect ; 
and  I  do  also,  in  the  same  solemn  manner,  declare  and  afSrm,"  &c. 

«  2  Moo.  C.  C.  37. 

'  This  is  the  Form  : — "I,  A.  B.,  having  been  one  of  the  people  called  Quakers, 
[or  one  of  the  pursuasion  of  the  people  calied  Quakers,  or  of  the  United 
Brethren  called  Moravians,  as  <Ae  case  may  Je,]  and  entertaining  conscientious 
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Law  Procedure  Act  of  1854  proceeds  a  step  further  in  advance, 
and  enacts  that,  "  if  any  person  called  as  a  witness,  or  required 
or  desiring  to  make  an  affidavit  or  deposition,  shall  -refuse  or  be 
unwilling  from  alleged  conscientious  motives  to  be  sworn,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  court  or  judge,  or  other  presiding  officer,  or 
person  qualified  to  take  affidavits  or  depositions,  upon  being 
satisfied  of  the  sincerity  of  such  objection,  to  permit  such  person, 
instead  of  being  sworn,  to  make  his  or  her  solemn  affirmation  or 
declaration." '  This  enactment, — which  in  its  original  form  was 
cautiously  confined  to  courts  of  civil  judicature  in  England  and 
Ireland,^ — has,  by  virtue  of  minute  instalments  of  legal  amend- 
ment, been  extended  to  all  courts  of  justice,  whether  civil  or 
criminal,  in  England,'  Ireland,*  or  Scotland;*  and  so  anxious 
have  members  of  Parliament  been  to  do  ample  justice  to  Ireland 
in  this  matter,  that  in  affording  to  that  country  the  advantage 
of  the  altered  law,  they  have  encored,  as  it  were,  the  work  of 
legislation,  and  have  passed  two  independent  statutes  to  carry  out 
one  and  the  same  object." 


§  1390.  It  may  here  be  noticed,  as  the  practice  was  formerly  §  1254a 
different,'  that  debtors    and    their  wives,    whether   in    England,' 
or  in  Ireland,'  may  now  be  examined  upon  oath  by  the  Courts  of 
Bankruptcy,  concerning  the  debtor,  his  dealings,  or  property. 


objections  to  the  taking  of  an  oath,  do  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  declare 
and  afiSrm,"  &o. 

M7  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  §  20.  This  is  the  Form  :— "  I,  A.  B.,  do  solemnly,  sin- 
cerely, and  truly  af&rm  and  declare,  that  the  taking  of  any  oath  is,  according  to 
my  religious  belief,  unlawful ;  and  I  do  also  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly 
affirm  and  declare,"  &c.  This  form  must  be  complied  with  in  the  case  of  an 
affidavit,  though  the  party  making  it  be  a  foreigner  domiciled  abroad.  In  re 
Prince  Henry,  49  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  67.  §  21  enacts,  that  persons  wilfully 
making  false  affirmations  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  punishment  as  for 
perjury. 

M7  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  ?  103.  '  24  &  25  V.,  c.  66,  ?  1. 

*  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  U  23,  98,  Ir.;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  66,  ?  1. 

°  28  &  29  v.,  c.  9,  Sc. 

«  19  &  20  v.,  c.  102,  §?  23,  98,  Ir. ;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  66,  ?  1. 

'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  134,  ?  211.  M6  &  47  V.,  c.  52,  i  27. 

»  20  &  21  v.,  c.  60,  §2  306,  307,  Ir. 
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§  1391.  The  judges  at  Nisi  Prius  were  at  one  time  inclined  to  §  1255 
regard  as  incompetent  to  testify  all  persons,  whether  counsel,  soli- 
citors, or  parties,  who,  being  engaged  in  a  cause,  had  actually 
addressed  the  jury  on  behalf  of  that  side  on  which  they  were  after- 
wards called  upon  to  give  evidence.'  Further  investigation  of 
the  subject,  however,  has  led  to  a  judicial  acknowledgment  that 
no  such  rule  of  practice  exists;^  although  the  obvious  incon- 
venience of  permitting  one  and  the  same  person,  first,  to  state 
the  case  as  an  advocate,  and  next,  to  prove  that  statement  as  a 
witness,  appears  to  furnish  ample  justification  for  its  immediate 
adoption.^  With  respect  to  private  prosecutors,  it  may  be  ob- 
served, that  as  they  have  no  right  to  address  the  jury,*  even  though 
they  waive  their  title  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  they  will  not  be  per- 
mitted under  any  circumstances  to  act  in  the  two-fold  capacity  of 
advocates  and  witnesses.^ 

§  1392.  In  regard  to  the  proper  time  of  taking  the  objection  to  §  1256 
the  competency  of  a  witness,  it  is  obvious  that,  from  the  prelimi- 
nary nature  of  the  objection,  it  ought  in  general  to  be  taken  before 
the  examination  in  chief.  Indeed,  it  has  been  frequently  said  by 
judges,  and  sometimes  so  held,  that  a  party  who  is  aware  of  the 
existence  of  any  disqualification,  cannot  lie  by  and  allow  the 
witness  to  be  examined,  and  afterwards  object  to  his  competency, 
if  he   should  dislike  his  testimony.''     However,  this  doctrine  has 


'  Stones  V.  Byron,  4  Dowl.  &  L.  393,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  Deane  v.  Packwood, 
id.  395,  n.  J,  per  Erie,  J.  ,  See  Best,  Ev.  250—258. 

2  Cobbett  V.  Hudson,  32 L.  J.,  Q.  B.  11;  1  E.  &  B.  11,  S.  C. 

3  Id. 

*  E.  V.  Gumey,  11  Cox,  414. 

*  E.  V.  Brice,  2  B.  &  A.  606;  E.  v.  Milne,  cited  id.  n.  o;  Cobbett  v.  Hudson, 
22  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  13,  per  Ld.  Campbell;  1  E.  &B.  13,  S.  C. 

"  Dewdney  v.  Palmer,  4  M.  &  "W.  664;.  7  Dowl.  177.,  S.  C;  E.  v.  "Watson, 
2  Stark.  E.  158;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  496,  497,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Frost,  9  C.  &  P.  183; 
Beeching  v.  Gower,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  314,  per  Gibbs,  C.  J. ;  Howell  v.  Lock,  2 
Camp.  14;  Donelson  v.  Taylor,  8  Pick.  390,  392.  In  Yardley  t;.  Arnold,  10 
M.  &  W.  145,  Parke,  B.,  observed,  "cannot  help  wishing  very  much  that  it 
were  established  as  the  regular  practice,  that,  when  once  a  witness  is  sworn,  no 
question  should  be  put  to  him  in  order  to  raise  objections  to  his  competency;  I 
think  all  such  should  be  put  to  him  on  the  voire  dire;  and  that,  when  once 
sworn  in  chief,  his  competency  should  betaken  for  granted;  but  certainly  the 
practice  has  been  different  hitherto."     See,  also,  Hartshome  v.  "Watson,  5  Bing. 
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been  disputed  by  the  Conrt  of  Exchequer,'  and  the  learned  Barons 
have  held,  in  conformity  with  some  old  decisions,^  that  the  objec- 
tion may  be  raised  at  any  time  during  the  trial,  and  that,  too, 
whether  the  objector  previously  knew  of  the  disqualification  or 
not.  The  Court  for  Crown  Cases  Beserved  has  also  decided 
that  a  judge  had  acted  rightly,  who,  after  pronouncing  a  witness 
competent  on  the  voire  dire,  discovered  during  the  examination 
that  he  was  really  incompetent,  and  consequently  rejected  his 
testimony,  though  part  of  it  had  already  been  reduced  to  writing.' 
The  rule  on  this  subject  is  the  same  in  equity  as  at  law,*  and  in 
criminal  as  in  civil  cases ;°  but,  perhaps,  in  trials  for  high  treason, 
the  old  doctrine  would  be  recognised,  that  if  the  prisoner  intends 
to  object  to  a  witness  as  being  omitted  from,  or  misdescribed  in, 
the  list  furnished  to  him,  he  must  do  so  before  the  witness  is 
sworn  in  chief.*  In  ordinary  cases,  if  the  objection  to  the  com- 
petency of  a  witness  be  not  taken  until  after  the  trial,  it  will  be 
considered  as  coming  too  late;  and  the  courts  will  not  grant  a 
new  trial  for  this  cause  alone,'  unless  the  incompetency  were 
known  and  concealed  by  the  party  producing  the  witness,'  or  other 
evidence  can  be  given  of  mala  praxis  on  his  part.' 


N.  C.  477;  7  Scott,  494,  S.  C. ;  ■Wollaston  v.  Hakewill,  3  M.  &  Gr.  297;  3  Scott, 
N.  E.  593,  S.  C. ;  and  Flagg  v.  Mann,  2  Sumn.  487. 

1  Jacobs  V.  Layborn,  11  M.  &  W.  685. 

'  Needham  i).  Smith,  2  Vern.  463;  Ld.  Lovat's  case,  18  How.  St.  Tr.  596. 
See,  also,  Stone  v.  Blackburn,  1  Esp.  37;  Yardley  !J.  Arnold,  C.  &  Marsh.  437, 
438,  per  Parke,  B. 

=  E.  V.  Whitehead,  35  L.  J.,  M.  C.  186;  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  33;  10  Cox,  234, 
S.  C. 

*  Needham  v.  Smith,  2  Vern.  463;  Vaughan  v.  Worrall,  2  Madd.  322;  2 
Swanst.  400,  S.  C;  Selway  u  Chappell,  12  Sim.  113;  Swift  v.  Dean,  6  Johns. 
523,  538;  Gresl.  Ev.  234—236.     See  Bousfield  v.  Mould,  1  De  Gex  &  Sm.  347. 

5  Ld.  LoYat's  case,  18  How.  St.  Tr.  596;  Com.  v.  Green,  17  Mass.  538. 

«  E.  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  E.  158;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  496,  497,  S.  C;  E.  v. 
Frost,  9  C.  &  P.  183. 

'  Turner  v.  Pearte.  1  T.  E.  717;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  5  Cowen,  173.  But  see 
11  M.  &  W.  691.  In  Barbat  v.  Allen,  21 L.  J.,  Ex.  156,  Parke,  B.,  referred  to 
the  Irish  case  of  Birch  v.  Somerville,  cited  aate,  §  1380,  in  which  Ld.  Clarendon 
was  examined  without  being  sworn,  but  the  objection  not  having  been  insisted 
on  at  the  time,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

8  Niles  V.  Brackett,  15  Mass.  378. 

=  Wade  V.  Simeon,  2  Com.  B.  342. 

(4054) 


CHAP.  II.  J     MODE  OF  OBJECTING  TO  COMPETENCY  OP  WITNESS.         1185 

§  1393.  With  respect  to  the  mode,  of  taking  the  objection,  the  §  1357 
witness  should,  in  strictness,  be  examined  upon  the  voire  or  waie 
dire;  that  is,  he  should  be  sworn  to  answer  truly  "all  such 
questions  as  the  court  shall  demand  of  him."  This  peculiar 
form  of  oath  is,  however,  now  seldom  administered;  and  the  facts 
on  which  the  objection  rests,  if  not  admitted  by  the  opposite  side, 
are  elicited  by  questions  put  to  the  witness  after  being  sworn  in 
chief.'  Upon  such  an  examination,  the  witness,  if  it  be  neces- 
sary, may  speak  to  the  contents  of  written  documents  without 
producing  them.^  The  objection  may  perhaps  be  also  supported 
by  evidence  aliunde. 


^  See  Jacobs  v.  Layborn,  11  M.  &  "W.  685. 

^  See  Butler  v.  Carver,  2  Stark.  E.  433;  E.  v.  Gisbum,  15  East,' 57; 
Lunniss  v.  Eow,  10  A.  &  E.  606;  Carlisle  v.  Eady,  1  C.  &  P.  234;  Quar- 
terman  v.  Cox,  8  C.  &  P.  97;  Butchers'  Co.  v.  Jones,  1  Esp.  160;  Botham  v. 
Swingler,  id.  164;  Pea.  E.  218,  S.  C;  Brockbank  v.  Anderson,  7  M.  &  Gr. 
295,  313. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

EXAMINATION    OF   ■WITNESSES. 

§  1394.  Having  thus  treated  of  the  means  of  procuring  the 
attendance  of  witnesses,  and  of  their  competency  and  credibility, 
the  next  subject  to  be  considered  is  their  examination.  And  here 
it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  proposition,  that,  "  in  the  absence 
of  any  agreement  in  writing  between  the  solicitors  of  all  parties, 
and  subject  to  the  Eules  of  1883,  the  witnesses  at  the  trial  of  any 
action,  or  at  any  assessment  of  damages,  shall  be  examined  viv&  voce 
and  in  open  court." '  In  dealing  with  this  rule  it  will  be  con- 
venient, at  the  outset,  to  clear  the  ground  of  the  exceptions  em- 
bodied in  it.  And  first,  as  to  the  agreement  betvreen  the  parties 
themselves  to  dispense  with  viva  voce  testimony.  This,  it  will  be 
seen,  must  be  in  writing,  and,  according  to  the  strict  language 
employed,  should  be  made  "  between  the  solicitors  of  all  parties." 
But  suppose  one  of  the  parties  has  no  solicitor,  what  is  then  to 
happen?  Probably  the  stringency  of  the  rule  would  be  relaxed 
in  his  favour;  and  it  may  be,  that  a  similar  relaxation  would 
be  allowed,  in  the  event  of  any  party  under  disability  appearing 
by  a  next  friend  or  a  guardian.^  It  also  seems  that,  although 
the  parties  have  consented  that  the  evidence  at  the  trial  should 
be  taken  by  affidavit,  either  of  them  may,  unless  the  agree- 
ment states  that  affidavits  alone  shall  be  used,  supplement  the 
documentary  proof  by  oral  testimony.'  Moreover,  notwithstanding 
the  agreement,  the  court,  in  the  event  .of  such  a  course  being 
deemed  necessary  in  the  interests  of  justice,  as,  for  instance,  if  the 


'  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  1.     See  Att.-Gen.  v.  Metrop. 
Dist.  Ey.  Co.,  L.  R.,  5  Ex.  D.  218,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

''  See  Knatchbull  v.  Fowle,  L.  E.,  1  Ch.  B.  604,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  Fryer  ti. 
Wiseman,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  199. 

'  Glossop  V.  Heston  &  Isleworth  Local  Bd.,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  536,  per  Malins, 
V.-C. 
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rights  of  infants  be  involved  in  the  inquiry, — has  authority,  ex  meri 
motu,  to  exclude  the  affidavits  altogether,'  although  they  may  have 
been  duly  taken  and  regularly  filed,  and  to  direct  that  they  shall 
not  be  used  as  evidence  at  the  trial,  but  that  the  witnesses  them- 
selves shall  attend,  and  be  examined  orally  in  open  court.'' 

§  1395.  We  next  come  to  the  cases,  where  the  Rules  of  1883 
interfere  with  the  proposition  stated  in  the  last  section;  and  here 
it  is  proposed  to  let  the  rules  speak  for  themselves.  First  comes 
Order  XXXVII.,  R.  1,  which  provides,  that  "the  court  or  a  judge 
may,  at  any  time  for  sufficient  reason,'^  order  that  any  particular 
fact  or  facts  may  be  proved  by  affidavit;  or  that  the  affidavit  of  any 
witness  may  be  read  at  the  hearing  or  trial,  on  such  conditions  as 
the  court  or  judge  may  think  reasonable  ;  or  that  any  witness 
whose  attendance  in  court  ought,  for  some  sufficient  cause,  to  be 
dispensed  with,  bp  examined  by  interrogatories  or  otherwise,  before 
a  commissioner  or  examiner.  Provided  that,  where  it  appears 
to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  other  party  honO,  fide  desires  the 
production  of  a  witness  for  cross-examination,  and  that  such 
witness  can  be  produced,  an  order  shall  not  be  made  authorising 
the  evidence  of.  such  witness  to  be  given  by  affidavit."  In  accord- 
ance with  this  last  proviso,  the  court  has  refused  to  allow  affidavits, 
which  had  already  been  used  on  an  interlocutory  application,  to  be 
read  at  the  hearing,  though  it  was  proposed  to  supplement  them  by 
the  oral  evidence  of  the  deponents  and  by  their  cross-examination.* 

§  1396.  The  next  rule  is  contained  in  Order  XXXVIII.,  E.  1, 
which  provides,  that,  "upon  any  motion,  petition,  or  summons, 
evidence  may  be  given  by  affidavit;  but  the  court  or  a  judge  may, 
on  the  application  of  either  party,  order  the  attendance  for  cross- 
examination  of  the  person  making  any  such  affidavit."     It  seems 

*  Sed  qu.  aa  ix)  this  proposition;  for  how  can  counsel  be  constrained  from 
asking  the  witnesses  on  cross-examination  whether  they  had  not  stated  the 
facts  differently  in  the  affidavits  then  produced  for  their  inspection  ? 

^  Lovell  V.  Wallis,  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  495,  per  Kay,  J. 

'  The  Probate  Division  has  declined  to  order  the  execution  and  attestation 
of  a  will  to  be  proved  in  solemn  form  by  affidavit,  though  none  "of  the  parties 
cited  had  appeared.     Cook  v.  Tomlinson,  24  W.  R.,  P.  D.  851. 

*  Blackburn  Guard,  v.  Brooks,  L.  E.,  7  Ch.  D.  68,  per  Fry,  J.;  47  L.  J. 
Ch.  156,  S.  C. 
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that,  under  the  latter  portion  of  this  rule,  the  right  to  cross- 
examine  the  deponent  would  continue,  though  the  affidavit  were 
subsequently  withdrawn  by  the  party  who  had  filed  it' 

§  1396a.  Order  XXXVII.,  E.  2,  provides,  that,  "in  default 
actions  in  rem,  and  in  references  in  Admiralty  actions,  evidence 
may  be  given  by  affidavit."  This  rule,  it  will  be  seen,  differs  from 
the  last,  as  it  omits  the  proviso  for  the  cross-examination  of  the 
deponents.  Perhaps,  however,  that  omission  is  immaterial;  for 
by  another  general  rule,  viz..  Order  XXXVIII.,  E.  28,  it  is  pro- 
vided, that,  "  when  the  evidence  is  taken  by  affidavit,  any  party 
desiring  to  cross-examine  a  deponent,  who  has  made  an  affidavit 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  opposite  party,  may  serve  upon  the  party  by 
whom  such  affidavit  has  been  filed  a  notice  in  writing,  requiring 
the  production  of  the  deponent  for  cross-examination  at  the  trial, 
such  notice  to  be  served  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  fourteen 
days  next  after  the  end  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  affidavits 
in  reply,  or  within  such  time  as  in  any  case  the  court  or  a  judge 
may  specially  appoint;  and  unless  such  deponent  is  produced 
accordingly,  his  affidavit  shall  not  be  used  as  evidence,  unless  by 
the  special  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge.  The  party  producing 
such  deponent  for  cross-examination,  shall  not  be  entitled  to  demand 
the  expenses  thereof  in  the  first  instance  from  the  party  requiring 
such  production."  This  last  clause  will  not  apply  to  a  case,  where 
the  deponent  is  cross-examined  before  the  chief  clerk  at  chambers, 
or  before  a  special  examiner,  Tjut  is  confined  to  his  cross-examination 
before  the  court  at  the  trial.'  The  party  receiving  notice  under  the 
above  rule,  is,  by  Eule  29,  "  entitled  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
the  deponent  for  cross-examination,  in  the  same  way  as  he  might 
compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness  to  be  examined." 

§  1396b.  "Whenever  affidavits  are  used  they  must  be  "  confined 
to  such  facts  as  the  witness  is  able  of  his  own  knowledge  to  prove, 
except  on  interlocutory  motions,  on  which  statements  as  to  his 


^  See  Keogh  v.  Leonard,  I.  R.,  11  Eq.  365;  Re  Quartz  Hill  Co.,  ex  p.  Young, 
L.  B.,  21  Ch.  D.  642,  per  Ct.  of  App. ;  51 L.  J.,  Ch.  940,  S.  C. 

'  In  re  Knight,  Knight  v.  Gardner,  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  183,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  S.  C, 
L.  R.,  25  Ch.  D.  297;  overruling  S.  C,  L.  R.,  24  Ch.  D.  606. 
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beliet,  with  the  grounds  thereof ,  maj  be  admitted.'"  The  excep- 
tion here  mentioned  doe8  not  apply  to  any  proceeding,  which,  though 
interlocutory  in  form,  finally  decides  the  rights  of  the  parties;  and 
if,  in  any  such  proceeding,  an  affidavit  founded  on  information  and 
belief  be  used,  the  party  against  whom  it  is  adduced  is  not  bound 
to  contradict  it,  but  he  may  treat  it  as  evidence  which  is  not 
admissible.^  In  the  event,  however,  of  his  not  taking  that  course 
in  the  court  below,  he  may  be  precluded  from  raising  the  objection 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal.' 

§  1396o.  In  order  to  check  prolixity  or  scurrility  in  affidavits,  it 
is  further  provided  by  the  Eules,  first,  that  "  the  costs  of  every 
affidavit,  which  shall  unnecessarily  set  forth  matters  of  hearsay,  or 
argumentative  matter,  or  copies  of  or  extracts  from  documents, 
shall  be  paid  by  the  party  filing  the  same; "  *  and  next,  that  "  the 
court  or  a  judge  may  order  to  be  struck  out  from  any  affidavit  any 
matter  which  is  scandalous,  and  may  order  the  costs  of  any  appli- 
cation to  strike  out  such  matter  to  be  paid  as  between  solicitor  and 
client."  = 

§  1396d.  "With  the  view  of  protecting  as  far  as  possible  the 
court,  when  called  upon  to  act  on  the  evidence  of  affidavits,  from 
being  deceived  either  by  intentional  and  direct  falsehood,  or  by 
statements  designedly  coloured,  or  accidentally  mis-recited,°  the 
following  rules  have  been  made: — 

B.  8.  "  Every  affidavit  shall  state  the  description  and  true  place 
of  abode  of  the  deponent;  "  thus  enabling  the  party  against  whom 
the  affidavit  is  used,  to  make  all  necessary  inquiries  respecting  the 
deponent's  character  and  position  in  life. 

K.  12.  "  No  affidavit  having  in  the  jurat  or  body  thereof  any 


1  Ord.  XXXVIII. ,  R.  3.  See  Bidder  v.  Bridges,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D.  1,  per  a, 
of  App. ;  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  479,  S.  C,  as  to  what  affidavits  will  not  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  this  rule. 

'  Gilbert  v.  Endean,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  D.  259,  per  Ct.  of  App.  '  Id. 

*  R.  3;  Walker  v.  Poole,  L.  R.,  21  Ch.  D.  835,  per  Kay,  J.;  51  L.  J.,  Ch. 
840,  S.  C;  Hill  v.  Hart-Davis,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D.  470,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  R.  11. 

«  See  D.  of  Northumberland  'O.  Todd,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  D.  777,  per  Hall,  V.-C. 
47  L.  J.,  Ch.  343,  S.  C. 
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interlineation,  alteration,  or  erasure,  shall  without  leave  of  the  court 
or  a  judge  be  read  or  made  us.e  of  in  any  matter  depending  in 
court,  unless  the  interlineation  or  alteration  (other  than  by  erasure) 
is  authenticated  by  the  initials  of  the  officer  taking  the  affidavit, 
or,  if  taken  at  the  Central  Office,  either  by  his  initials  or  by  the 
stamp  ^f  that  office,  nor  in  the  case  of  an  erasure,  unless  the 
words  or  figures,  appearing  at  the  time  of  taking  the  affidavit  to  be 
written  on  the  erasure,  are  rewritten  and  signed  or  initialled  in  the 
margin  of  the  affidavit  by  the  officer  taking  it." 

E.  13.  "  Where  an  affidavit  is  sworn  by  any  person  who  appears 
to  the  officer  taking  the  affidavit  to  be  illiterate  or  blind,  the  officer 
shall  certify  in  the  jurat  that  the  affidavit  was  read  in  his  presence 
to  the  deponent,  that  the  deponent  seemed  perfectly  to  understand 
it,  and  that  the  deponent  made  his  signature  in  the  presence  of  the 
officer.  No  such  affidavit  shall  be  used  in  evidence  in  the  absence 
of  this  certificate,  unless  the  court  or  a  judge  is  otherwise  satisfied 
that  the  affidavit  was  read  over  to  and  appeared  to  be  perfectly 
understood  by  the  deponent." 

§  1396e.  All  affidavits,  sworn  in  England'  for  the  purpose  of 
proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court,  must  be  sworn  either  before  a 
judge,  or  a  district  registrar,^  or  a  master,  or  the  first  or  second 
clerk  in  the  Filing  or  Becord  Department  of  the  Central  Office,' 
or  a  chief  clerk  in  the  Chancery  Division,*  or  a  Commissioner  to 
examine  witnesses,*  or  a  Commissioner  to  administer  oaths.' 
These  last-named  commissioners  must  also,  in  the  jurat,  "  express 
the  time  when,  and  the  place  where,"  each  affidavit  has  been  taken, 
for  "otherwise  the  same  shall  not  be  held  authentic,  nor  be 
admitted  to  be  tiled  or  enrolled,  without  the  leave  of  the  court  or  a 
judge."  '  Still,  the  Rules  do  not  require  that  the  person  adminis- 
tering the  oath  should,  in  addition  to  signing  his  name,  add,  in  the 
jurat,  his  title  as  Commissioner.* 


'  As  to  affidavits  sworn  out  of  England,  see  Ord.   XXXVIII.,  R.  6,  cited 
ante,  §  12.  «  Ord.  XXXVIII.,  R.  4. 

'  Ord.  LXI.,  R.  5.  *  Ord.  LV.,  R.  16. 

"  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  19. 

«  Ord.  XXXVIII.,  R.  4.  '  Id.,  R.  5. 

*  Ex  p.  Johnson,  re  Chapman,  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  762,  on  App.,  S.  C,  L.  R.,  26 
Ch.  D.  338;  Cheney  v.  Courtois,  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  634. 
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§  1396f.  Under  Rules  16  and  17  no  afiSdavit  shall  be  sufficient, 
if  sworn  before  the  solicitor  acting  for  the  party  on  whose  behalf  it 
is  to  be  used,  or  before  such  solicitor's  clerk,  or  partner,  or  agent, 
or  correspondent,  or  before  the  party  himself. 

Eule  15  provides,  that  original  affidavits,  before  being  used,  must 
be  delivered  to  the  proper  officer  for  the  purpose  of  being  stamped 
.  and  filed;  but  after  an  affidavit  has  has  been  filed,  an  office  copy  of  it, 
if  duly  authenticated  with  the  seal  of  the  office,  "  may  in  all  cases 
be  used."  Notwithstanding,  however,  this  general  language^  an 
affidavit  that  has  been  filed  "  before  issue  joined  in  any  cause  or 
matter,"  cannot,  without  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  be  received 
at  the  hearing  or  trial,  unless,  within  a  month  after  issue  joined,  or 
further  time  specially  allowed,  notice  in  writing  of  its  intended  use 
be  given  by  the  one  party  to  the  other.' 

§  1369a.  Eules  relating  to  affidavits,  and  corresponding  in  sub- 
stance though  not  in  words  with  those  referred  to  in  the  last  six 
sections,  haveibeen  framed  for  use  in  the  Bankruptcy  Courts,^  and 
also  in  the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes.' 

§  1397.  The  rules  on  the  subject  of  viva  voce  testimony,  and  affi- 
davit evidence,  which  prevail  in  the  county  courts,  are  also  substan- 
tially the  same  as  those  recognised  in  the  Supreme  Court,  though 
expressed  in  different  language.  Order  XIV.  of  the  County  Court 
Eules,  1875,  provides,  by  Eule '3,  that  "  except  where  otherwise 
provided  by  these  Eules,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  shall  be  taken 
viv&  voce  on  oath,  according  to  the  former  practice  on  the  trial  of 
plaints.  Where  by  these  Eules  evidence  is  required  or  permitted 
to  be  taken  by  affidavit,  such  evidence  may  be  taken  vivQ,  voce  on 
oath,  if  the  judge  or  registrar  shall  at  the  hearing  of  any  applica- 
tion or  otherwise  so  direct."  Eule  6  then  provides, .that,  "where 
a  party  desires  to  use  at  the  trial  an  affidavit  by  any  particular 
witness,  or  an  affidavit  as  to  particular  facts,  he  may,  five  clear 
days  before  the  hearing,  give  a  notice,  with  a  copy  of  such  affidavit 
annexed,  to  the  party  against  whom  such  affidavit  is  to  be  used; 
and  unless  such  last-mentioned  party  shall  within  two  clear  days 


1  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  24.  '  Bkptcy.  Eules,  1883,  EE.  39—50. 

'  Eules  in  Div.  &  Mat.  Causes,  EE.  138—146,  188.     See  also  EE.  52—55. 
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give  notice  to  the -other  party  that  he  objects  to  the  use  of  such 
affidavit,  he  shall  be  taken  to  have  consented  to  the  use  thereof, 
unless  the  judge  shall  otherwise  order."  ' 

§  1398.  Besides  the  Supreme  Courts,  whether  for  England  or 
Ireland,  and  the  County  Courts,  the  Legislature  has  conferred  on 
many  other  tribunals  '  power  to  examine  witnesses  vivd  voce,  when- 
ever such  a  course  shall  be  deemed  desirable;  and  the  tendency  of 
judicial  reform, — as  at  present  understood, — is  unquestionably  to 
discountenance  written  evidence,  and  to  substitute  for  it  in  all  im- 
portant inquiries  testimony  by  word  of  mouth. 

§  1399.  Passing  on  now  to  the  cases  in  which  viva  voce  evidence  g  i258 
is  required  to  be  given,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider  the  manner 
in  which  witnesses  ought  to  be  examined.  This  subject  lies  chiefly 
in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  before  whom  the  action  is  tried,' 
being  from  its  very  nature  susceptible  of  but  few  positive  rules. 
The  great  object  is  to  elicit  the  truth;  but  the  character,  intel- 
ligence, courage,  interest,  bias,  memory,  and  other  circumstances 
of  witnesses  are  so  various,  as  to  require  almost  equal  variety  in 
the  mode  of  interrogation,  and  the  degree  of  its  intensity,  to  attain 
that  end. 

§  1400.*  If  the  judge  deems  it  essential  to  the  discovery  of  truth,    ?  1259 
that  the  witnesses  should  be  examined  out  of  the  hearing  of  each 
other,  he  will  order  them  all  on  both  sides  to  withdraw,  excepting 
the  one  under  examination ;°  and  this  order,  upon  the  motion  of 
either  party  at  any  period  of  the  trial,"  is  rarely  withheld,  though 

•  See  further  as  to  the  Form  and  other  requisites  of  affidavits  ■when  used  in 
the  County  Courts,  E.  E.  37—41  of  Ord.  XXXVII. 

'  See  as  to  the  Jud.  Comm.  of  the  Privy  Council,  3  &  4  W.  4,  e.  41,  §  7; 
as  to  the  Eccles.  Cts„  17  &  18  V.,  c.  47;  as  to  the  Ct.  of  Adm.  for  Irel.,  30 
&  31  v.,  c.  114,  ?  50,  Ir.;  and  as  to  the  Cts.  of  Bankr.  in  Eng.,  46  &  47  V., 
c.  52,  ?  105,  subs.  5;  and  in  Irel.,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60,  §  369,  Ir.  See,  too, 
Eeg.  Gen.  of  1877  for  Consist.  Ct.  of  Lond.,  Ord.  IX.,  R.  1,  cited  L.  R.,  2 
P.  D.  378. 

'  Bastin  v.  Carew,  Ry.  &  M.  127,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  432,  in  part. 

'  This  order  may,  it  seems,  be  made  by  the  examiner.     See  in  re  West  ot 
Canada  Oil  Land  &  Works  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  684,  per  Jessel,  M.  R. 
«  Southey  v.  Nash,  7  C.  &  P.  632. 
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it  cannot  be  demanded  of  strict  right.'  The  parties  themselves 
■will  sometimes  be  included  in  the  order  to  withdraw,^  as  will  also 
the  prosecutor  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  if  it  be  proposed  to 
examine  him  as  a  witness.'  Where,  however,  a  solicitor  in  the 
cause  is  about  to  give  testimony,  an  exception  is  usually  allowed 
in  his  favour,  upon  a  statement  being  made  by  counsel,  that  his 
personal  attendance  in  court  is  necessary.''  So,  medical  or  other 
professional  witnesses,  who  are  summoned  to  give  scientific  opinions 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  established  by  other  testi- 
mony, will  be  permitted  to  remain  in  court,  until  this  particular 
class  of  evidence  commences;  but  then,  like  ordinary  witnesses, 
they  will  have  to  withdraw,  and  to  come  in  one  by  one  so  as  to 
undergo  a  separate  examination.^ 


§  1401.°  If  a  witness  remains  in  court  in  contravention  of  an    g  i260 
order  to  withdraw,  he  renders  himself  liable  to  fine  and  imprison- 
ment for  the  contempt; '  and,  at  one  time,  it  was  considered  that 
the  judge,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  might  even  exclude  his 


'  In  Sonthey  v.  Nash,  7  C.  &  P.  632,  Alderson,  B.,  is  reported  to  have  held, 
that  either  party  had  a  right  to  require  that  the  unexamined  witnesses  should 
he  out  of  court ;  hut  this  ruling  would  seem  not  to  be  law,  even  in  civil  cases, 
see  Selfe  v.  Isaacson,  1  Post.  &  Fin.  194,  per  Byles,  J. ;  and  the  contrary  has 
repeatedly  been  held  in  criminal  trials,  see  E.  v.  Cook,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  348, 
per  Treby,  C.  J. ;  E.  v.  Vaughan,  id.  494,  per  Ld.  Holt ;  E.  v.  Goodere,  17 
id.  1015,  per  Sir  M.  Foster.  In  E.  v.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  307,  Coleridge,  J., 
observed,  that  it  was  almost  a  matter  of  right  for  the  opposite  party  to  have 
a  witness  out  of  court,  while  any  legal,  argument  was  going  on  respecting 
his  evidence.  A  witness  will  not  be  ordered  out  of  court  during  the  reading 
of  evidence  on  affidavit.  Penniman  v.  Hall,  24  W.  E.,  Ch.  D.,  per  V.-C. 
Hall,  245. 

^  In  Charnock  v.  Devings,  3  C.  &  Kir.  378,  Talfourd,  J.,  is  reported  to  have 
held  that  he  had  no  power  to  order  the  parties  to  leave  the  court  so  long  as 
they  behaved  with  propriety.  See,  also,  Selfe  v.  Isaacson,  1  Fost.  &  Fin.  194, 
per  Byles,  J.     Sed  qu.  as  to  this  ruling. 

'  E.  V.  Newman,  3  C.  &  Kir.  260,  per  Ld.  Campbell. 

*  Everett  v.  Lowdbam,  4  C.  &  P.  91,  per Bosanquet,  J.;  Pomeroy  v.  Baddeley. 
Ey.  &  M.  430,  per  Littledale,  J.  But  a  special  application  must  be  made  to 
except  him,  E.  v.  Webb,  Ey.  &  M.  431,  n. 

'  See  Alison,  Pract.  Cr.  L.  489,  542—545  ;  Tait,  Ev.  420. 

«  Gr.  Ev.  i  432,  in  part. 

'  Chandler  v.  Home,  2  M.  &  Eob.  423. 
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testimony.^  But  it  seems  to  be  now  settled,  that  the  judge  has  no 
right  to  reject  the  witness  on  this  ground,  however  much  his  wilful 
disobedience  of  the  order  may  lesson  the  value  of  his  evidence.^ 
In  revenue  cases,  indeed,  as  tried  on  the  Eevenue  side  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division,  a  stricter  rule  is  said  to  prevail;  and  in  order  to 
prevent  any  imputation  of  unfairness  in  these  delicate  proceedings 
between  the  Crown  and  the  subject,  the  testimony  of  any  witness 
who  has  remained  in  court,  whether  contumaciously  or  not,  after  an 
order  to  withdraw,  has  hitherto  been  inflexibly  rejected.'  This  rule 
does  not  prevail  in  Ireland,  at  least  in  all  its  strictness;*  and  as  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  rule  in  itself  is  calculated  to  effect 
its  object,  perhaps,  at  the  present  day,  it  would  not  be  rigidly 
enforced,  even  in  England. 

§  1402.  The  practice  of  ordering  witnesses  out  of  coui-t  may  be  §  1261 
traced  to  a  remote  antiquity,  it  being  noticed  with  approbation 
by  Fortescue  in  his  work  De  Laudibus  Legum  Angliae;  ^  and  no 
man  who  has  reflected  upon  the  nature  of  evidence,  or  even  read 
the  quaint  story  of  Susannah  narrated  in  the  Apocrypha,^  but 
must  acknowledge  the  utility  of  such  a  coifrse,  as  an  admirable 
means  of  detecting  conspira-cy  and  falsehood.  In  order,  however, 
to  render  the  practice  duly  efficient,  it  is  not  enough  to  order  the 

•  Parker  v.  M'William,  6  Bing.  683 ;  4  M.  &  P.  480,  S.  C. ;  Thomas  v. 
David,  7  C.  &  P.  350  ;  E.  v.  Colley,  M.  &  M.  329  ;  Beamon  v.  EUice,  4  C.  &  P. 
585  ;  E.  V.  Wylde,  6  C.  «&  P.  380  ;  E.  «.  Lavin,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  813,  per  Perrin,  J., 
and  Eichards,  B. 

"  Chandler  v.  Home,  2  M.  &  Eob.  423,  per  Erskine,  J.,  who  stated  that  it 
was  so  settled  by  all  the  judges.  See,  also,  Cook  v.  Nethercote,  6  C.  &  P. 
743,  per  Alderson,  B.;  Doe  d.  Cox,  id.  in  n.;  1  Clifford's  Southwark  Election 
Cas.  114,  S.  C;  Cobbett  v.  Hudson,  2^  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  13,  per  Ld.  Campbell; 
1  E.  &  B.  14,  S.  C. 

^  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bulpit,  9  Price,  4  ;  Parker  v.  M'William,  6  Bing.  683  ;  Thomas 
V.  David,  7  C.  &  P.  351,  per  Coleridge,  J. 

*  Att.-Geu.  V.  Sullivan,  1  Arm.  M.  &  O.  294,  per  Brady,  C.  B. 

^  His  words  are,  "Et  si  necessitas  exegerit,  dividantur  testes  hujusmodi, 
donee  ipsi  deposuerint  quicquid  velint,  ita  quod  dictum  unius  nou  docebit  aut 
concitabit  eorum  alium  ad  consimiliter  testificandum."  C.  26.  See,  also, 
Williams  v.  Hulie,  1  Sid.  131  ;  Swift,  Ev.  512. 

"  Where  Daniel  detected  the  perjury  of  the  two  old  judges,  who,  as  eye- 
witnesses, had  accused  the  wife  of  Joacim  of  adultery  ;  but  who,  on  being 
examined  apart,  differed  as  to  the  place  where  the  crime  was  committed,  the 
one  swearing  it  was  under  a  mastick  tree,  the  other  under  a  holm  tree. 
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witnesses  simply  to  withdraw  out  of  hearing,  but  means  should  be 
afforded  for  keeping  them  in  some  separate  room,  until  they  are 
called  for;  so  that  they  might  lose  the  opportunity,  not  only  of 
listening  to  the  examination  of  those  who  preceded  them,  but, 
what  is  of  equal  importance,  of  conversing  with  them  afterwards. 
In  Scotland,'  all  the  witnesses  on  either  side  are  usually  shut  up 
in  an  apartment  by  themselves,  whence  they  are  successively  and 
separately  called  into  court  to  be  examined;^  and  the  system  of 
separate  examination  also  prevails  theoretically,  if  not  practically, 
in  both  Houses  of  Parliament.' 

§  1403.  "When  the  competency  of  a  witness,  if  objected  to,  is  §  1263 
settled,  he  is  first  duly  sworn  in  the  cause  by  the  crier  *  or  other 
of&eer  of  the  court.  If  he  decline  either  to  take  the  proper  oath,' 
or  to  make  the  proper  affirmation,  or  if,  after  havipg  been  sworn, 
he  refuse  to  give  evidence,  or  to  answer  any  question  which  the 
court  holds  that  he  is  bound  by  law  to  answer,  he  is  guilty  of 
contempt,  and  may  be  punished  accordingly.  When  such  an 
offence  is  committed  before  any  Division  of  the  Supreme  Court,* 

'  It  was  formerly  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  if  a  witness  was  objected  to  as 
having  remained  in  court  without  permission,  his  evidence  could  not  be  heard, 
•but  the  Act  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  59,  ?  3,  enacts,  that  "  in  any  trial  before  any  judge 
of  the  court  of  session  or  court  of  justiciary,  or  before  any  sheriff  or  steward 
uf  Scotland,  it  shall  not  be  imperative  on  the  court  to  reject  any  witness  against 
whom  it  is  objected  that  he  or  she  has,  without  the  permission  of  the  court, 
and  without  the  consent  of  the  party  objecting,  been  present  in  court  during 
all  or  any  part  of  the  proceedings;  but  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  court, 
in  its  discretion,  to  admit  the  witness,  where  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  that 
the  presence  of  the  witness  was  not  the  consequence  of  culpable  negligence 
or  criminal  intent,  and  that  the  witness  has  not  been  unduly  instructed  or 
influenced  by  what  took  place  during  his  or  her  presence,  or  that  injustice 
will  not  be  done  by  his  or  her  examination." 

^  Alison,  Pract!  of  Cr.  L.,  542—545;  Tait,  Ev.  420  ;  2  Hume,  Com.  189; 
19  How.  St.  Tr.  331,  n. 

'  Taylor  v.  Lawson,  3  C.  &  P.  543,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

*  E.  V.  Tew,  Pearce  &  D.  429. 

*  If  in  an  administration  suit  an  accounting  party  be  subpoenaed  for  exami- 
nation, he  cannot  refuse  to  be  sworn  on  the  ground  that  he  has  not  received 
sufficient  notice  of  the  points  on  which  he  is  to  be  examined,  but  after  being 
sworn  he  may, — according  to  what  would  seem  to  be  an  absurd  rule.^object 
to  answer  for  that  reason.  Meyrick  n.  James,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  38.  See  Rules  of 
Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXIII.,  E.  5. 

«  See  Ex  p.  Fernandez,  10  Pom.  B.,  N.  S.  3 ;  Ex  p.  Clement,  11  Price, 
68,  85. 
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the  refractory  witness  may  be  punished  instanter  by  fine  and  im- 
prisonment ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  cause  of  commitment 
should  be  set  out  at  lengt|i  in  the  warrant.'  When  a  witness  is 
guilty  of  a  similar  contempt  before  an  inferior  tribunal,  the  mode  of 
dealing  with  him  will  in  general  depend  upon  the  statutable  powers 
with  which  the  particular  court  is  clothed;  ^  but  in  all  cases  a 
refusal  to  discharge  the  duties  of  a  witness  is  regarded  in  the  light 
of  a  grave  offence,  as  having  a  tendency  to  obstruct  the  course  of 
public  justice. 

§  1404.  As  soon  as  the  witness  has  been  duly  sworn,  it  is  g  1262a 
the  province  of  the  party  by  whom  he  is  produced  to  examine 
him.^  This  is  called  his  direct  examination,  or  his  examination 
in  chief;  and  in  this  examination,  leading  questions, — that  is,  ques- 
tions which  suggest  to  the  witness  the  answer  desired,*  or  which, 
embodying  a  material  fact,  admit  of  a  conclusive  answer  by  a 
simple  negative  or  affirmative,^ — are  not,  in  general,  allowed  to 
be  put.*  Still,  this  rule  must  be  understood  in  a  reasonable  sense; 
for  if  if  were  not  allowed  to  approach  the  points  at  issue  by  such 
questions,  the  examination  would  be  most  inconveniently  pro- 
tracted. To  abridge  the  proceedings,  and  bring  the  witness  as  soon 
as  possible  to  the  material  points  on  which  he  is  to  speak,  the 

'  Ex  p.  Fernandez,  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  3.  There  the  witness  was  fined 
£500,  and  sentenced  to  six  months'  imprisonment. 

^  See  as  to  the  County  Courts,  9  &  10  Y.,  c.  95,  I  86,  which  enables  the 
jiidge  to  impose  a  fine  not  exceeding  £10  on  the  witness. 

'  Formerly  in  the  Scotch  courts,  as  soon  as  a  witness  was  sworn,  it  was 
necessary  for  the  judge  to  examine  him  in  initialibus,  that  ig,  to  ask  him 
whether  he  had  been  instructed  what  to  say,  or  had  received  or  had  been 
promised  any  good  deed  for  what  he  was  to  say,  or  whether  he  bore  any  ill- 
will  to  the  adverse  party,  or  had  any  interest  in  the  cause,  or  concern  in  con- 
ducting it;  together  with  his  age,  and  whether  he  was  married  or  not,  and 
the  degree  of  his  relationship  to  the  party  adducing  him,  Tait,  Ev.  424;  but 
now  this  course  is  no  longer  necessary,  though  it  is  still  competent  for  the 
judge,  or  for  the  party  against  whom  the  witness  shall  be  called,  to  examine 
him  in  initialibus,  as  heretofore,  3  &  4  V.,  c.  59,  §  2. 

*  1  St.  Ev.  169;  2  Ph.  Ev.  401;  Alison,  Praot.  of  Cr.  L.  545;  Tait,  Ev. 
427;  24  How.  St.  Tr.  659,  660.  n. 

*  Nicholls  V.  Dowding,  1  Stark.  "R.  81,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 

"  For  an  early  instance,  see  E.  v.  Eosewell,  10  How.  St.  Tr.  190;  as  to 
what  will  be  regarded  as  leading  interrogatories,  see  Gregory  v.  Marychurch 
12  Beav.  398;  Lincoln?).  Wright,  4  Beav.  166. 
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counsel  may  lead  him  on  to  that  length,  and  may  recapitulate 
to  him  the  acknowledged  facts  of  the  case,  which  have  been  already 
established.  The  rule,  therefore,  is  not  applied  .to  the  part  of  the 
examination,'  which  is  merely  introductory  of  that  which  is  material. 
With  respect  even  to  material  points,  the  judge,  in  his  discretion, 
■will  sometimes  allow  leading  questions  to  be  put  in  a  direct  ex- 
amination; as,  for  instance,  where  the  witness,  by  his  conduct  in 
the  box,  obviously  appears  to  be  hostile  to  the  party  producing  him, 
or  interested  for  the  other  party,  or  unwilling  to  give  evidence.^ 
Indeed,  if  the  witness  stand  in  a  situation,  which  of  necessity 
makes  him  adverse  to  the  party  calling  him,  as,  if  he  be  a  defendant 
whom  the  plaintiff  wishes  to  examine,  leading  questions  may,  it 
seems,  be  asked  him  as  a  matter  of  right.''  So,  where  on  the  trial 
of  an  issue  devisamt  vel  non,  directed  by  the  old  Court  of  Chancery, 
the  plaintifP,  in  obedience  to  the  rule  of  that  Court,  called  the  second 
attesting  witness,  whose  evidence  tended  to  prove  the  insanity  of 
the  testator,  he  was  allowed  to  put  questions  to  him  in  the  nature 
of  a  cross-examination;  because,  in  that  case,  as  the  witness  was 
rather  the  witness  of  the  Court  than  of  the  party,  it  was  felt  that 
considerable  latitude  in  the  mode  of  conducting  the  examination 
should,  in  common  fairness,  be  permitted.* 


§  1405.  Again,  a  witness  will  occasionally  be  allowed  to  be  led,  |  1263 
where  an  omission  in  his  testimony  is  evidently  caused  by  want  of 
recollection,  which  a  suggestion  may  assist.  Thus,  when  a  witness 
stated  that  he  could  not  recollect  the  names  of  the  members  of  a 
firm,  so  as  to  repeat  them  without  suggestion,  but  thought  that  he 
might  possibly  recognise  them  if  suggested,  this  was  permitted  to 
be  done.^  So,  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  the  witness  may 
be  directed  to  look  at  a  particular  person,  and   say  whether  he  is 


'  Nicholls  V.  Do-wding,  1  Stark.  R.  81,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 

'  E.  V.  Chapman,  8  C.  &  P.  559,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  E.  v.  Ball,  id.  745;  E. 
V.  Murphy,  id.  306—308,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  Clarke  v.  Saffery,  Ey.  &  M.  126, 
per  Best,  C.  J.;  Parkin  v.  Moon,  7  C.  &  P.  409,  per  Alderson,  B. 

»  Clarke  v.  Saflfery,  Ey.  &  M.  126. 

*  Bowman  v.  Bowman,  2  M.  &  Eob.  501,  per  Cresswell,  J. 

'  Acerro  v.  Petroni,  1  Stark.  E.  100,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 
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the  man.'  So,'  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  mind  of  the 
witness  cannot  be  directed  to  the  subject  of  inquiry  without  a 
particular  specification  of  it;  as,  where  he  is  called  to  contradict 
another  respecting  the  contents  of  a  lost  letter,  and  cannot, 
off-hand,  recollect  all  its  contents,  the  particular  passage  may  be 
suggested  to  him,  at  least  after  his  unaided  memory  has  been 
exhausted.^  So,  where  a  witness  is  called  to  contradict  another, 
who  has  denied  having  used  certain  expressions,  counsel  are  some 
times  permitted  to  ask,  whether  the  particular  words  denied  were 
not  in  fact  uttered  by  the  former  witness;*  but  this  rule  seems 
only  to  apply  to  such  expressions  as  in  themselves  are  not  evidence 
in  the  cause;  the  object  of  relaxing  the  general  rule  being  simply 
to  exclude  the  other  parts  of  the  conversation,  which  would  not 
be  admissible.*  /Again,  the  court  will  sometimes  allow  a  pointed 
or  leading  question  to  be  put  to  a  witness  of  tender  years,  whose 
attention  cannot  otherwise  be  called  to  the  matter  under  investiga- 
tion f  and  indeed,  it  must  always  be  remembered,  that  the  judge 
has  a  discretionary  power, — not  controllable  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal,' — of  relaxing  the  general  rule,  whenever,  and  under  what- 
ever circnmstances^  and  to  whatever  extent,  he  may  think  fit, 
though  the  power  should  only  be  exercised  so  far  as  the  purposes  of 
justice  plainly  require.* 

§  1408.'  Though  a  witness  can  testify  only  to  such  facts  as  are   j  ^264 
within  his  own  knowledge  and  recollection,  he  is  sometimes  per- 
mitted  to  refresh  and  assist  his  memory,  by  the  use  of  a  njritten 
instrument,  memorandum,  or  entry  in  a  book.'"     But  this  course, — 


1  E.  V.  Watson,  32  How.  St.  Tr.  74,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  2  Stark.  R.  128, 
S.  C;  R.  V.  Berenger,  2  Stark.  R.  129,  n.,  per  id. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  435,  in  part. 

'  Courteen  v.  Touse,  1  Camp.  43,  per  Ld.  Ellenborongh. 

*  Edmonds  v.  Walter,  3  Stark.  R.  8,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 

^  Hallett  V.  Cousens,  2  M.  &  Rob.  238,  per  Erskine,  J. 

»  Moody  V.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  498. 

'  See  Lawdonu.  Lawdon,  5  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  27. 

^  Moody  V.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  498. 

»  Gr.  Ev.  U  436,  438,  in  part. 

"•  The  law  on  this  subject  is  thus  laid  down  in  theN.  York  Civ.  Code,  §  1843: 
— "  A  witness  is  allowed  to  refresh  his  memory  respecting  a  fact,  by  anything 
written  by  himself,  or  under  his  direction,  at  the  time  when  the  fact  occurred 
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except  ia  the  case  of  scientific  -witnesses  referring  to  professional 
books  as  the  foundation  of  their  opinion,' — can  only  be  adopted 
where  the  writing  has  been  made,  or  its  accuracy  recognised,  at 
the  time  of  the  fact  in  question,  or,  at  farthest,  so  recently  after- 
wards, as  to  render  it  probable  that  the  memory  of  the  witness 
had  not  then  become  defective.'''  In  one  Scotch  case,  the  majority 
of  the  court  would  not  allow  a  witness  to  consult  notes,  which  he 
had  prepared  some  weeks  after  the  transaction  had  occurred,  and 
when  he  had  reason  to  believe  that  he  should  be  called  to  give 
evidence.^  And,  in  another  case,  the  witness  was  not  permitted 
to  refresh  his  memory  with  the  copy  of  a  paper  taken  by  himself 
six  months  after  he  had  made  the  original,  though  the  original  was 
proved  to  have  become  illegible;  the  learned  judge  saying,  that 
the  witness  could  only  look  at  the  original  memorandum  made 
near  the  time.* 

§  1407.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind  the  practice  must  be  governed  |  1264 
by  the  peculiar  circumstances;  but,  perhaps,  if  the  witness  will 
swear  positively,  that  the  notes,  though  made  ex  post  facto,  were 
taken  down  at  the  time  when  he  had  a  distinct  refioUection  of  the 
facts  there  narrated,  he  will  in  general  be  allowed  to  use  them, 
though  they  were  drawn  up  a  considerable  time  after  the  transac- 
tions had  occurred.^     If  however,  the  memorandum  were  prepared 

or  Immediately  thereafter,  or  at  any  other  time  when  the  fact  was  fresh  in  his 
memory,  and  he  knew  that  the  same  was  correctly  stated  in  the  writing.  '  But 
in  such  case  the  writing  must  be  produced,  and  may  be  seen  by  the  adverse 
party,  who  may,  if  he  choose,  cross-examine  the  witness  upon  it,  and  may  read 
it  to  the  jury.  So  also  a  witness  may  testify  from  such  writing,  though  he 
retain  no  recollection  of  the  particular  facts;  but  such  evidelice  must  be 
received  with  caution."  §  159  of  the  Ind.  Ev.  Act,  1872,  is  as  follows  : — "A 
witness  may,  while  under  examination,  refresh  his  memory  by  referring  to  any 
writing  made  by  himself  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  concerning  which  hfe 
is  questioned,  or  so  soon  afterwards  that  the  court  considers  it  likely  that  the 
transaction  was  at  that  time  fresh  in  his  memory.  The  witness  may  also  refer 
to  any  such  vsriting  made  by  any  other  person,  and  read  by  the  witness  within 
the  time  aforesaid,  if  when  he  read  it  he  knew  it  to  be  correct." 

'  As  to  this  practice,  see  post,  ??  1422,  1423. 

'  E.  V.  Home  Tooke,  cited  25  How.  St.  Tr.  936;  Burrough  v.  Martin,  2 
Camp.  112;  Smith  v.  Morgan,  2  M.  &  Rob.  257  ;  Wood  v.  Cooper,  1  C.  & 
Kir.  645.  »  R.  v.  Sir  A.  Gordon  Kinloch,  25  How.  St.  Tr.  934—937. 

*  Jones  V.  Stroud,  2  C.  &  P.  196,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

5  R.  V.  Sir  A.  Gordon  Kinloch,  25  How.  St.  Tr.  937;  "Wood  v.  Cooper,  1 
C.  &  Kir.  646,  per  Pollock,  C.  B. 
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subsequently  to  the  event  at  the  instance  of  the  party  calling  the 
witness,  or  of  his  solicitor,  they  can  in  no  case  be  permitted  to  be 
used,  for  otherwise  a  door  might  be  opened  to  the  grossest  fraud. 
Therefore,  where  a  witness  had  drawn  up  a  paper  for  the  party 
calling  him,  after  the  cause  was  set  down  for  trial,  though  eighteen 
months  before  the  trial  was  actually  heard,  the  court  would  not 
allow  him  to  refer  to  it.'  And  where  a  witness  had  herself  noted 
down  the  transactions  as  they  occurred,  but  had  requested  the 
solicitor  for  the  party  she  supported  to  digest  her  notes  into  the 
form  of  minutes,  which  she  had  afterwards  revised  and  transcribed, 
Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  indignantly  suppressed  her  deposition, 
she  having  had  recourse  to  these  minutes  for  the  purpose  of 
refreshing  her  memory'' 

§  1408.  Whether  the  witness  can  refresh  his  memory  by  refer-  ?  1265 
ring  to  a  mere  copy  of  his  original  memorandum  is  a  question  of 
some  difficulty  and  doubt.  ^  In  several  cases  he  has  been  allowed 
to  do  so,  where,  having  looked  at  the  copy,  he  was  enabled  to  swear 
positively  to  the  facts  from  his  own  recollection;  *  but  here  it  must 
be  presumed,  though  some  of  the  reports  are  silent  on  the  subject, 
that  the  copy  was  made  from  the  notes  of  the  witness,  either  by 
himself,  or  by  some  person  in  his  presence,  or  at  least  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  enable  the  witness  to  swear  to  its  accuracy.'  Even 
then,  it  may  be  questionable  whether  the  copy  should  be  used,  so 
long  as  the  original  is  in  existence,  and  its  absence  unexplained; 
for  there  is  much  weight  in  the  remark  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson, 
that  the  rule  requiring  the  production  of  the  best  evidence  is  equally 


1  Steinkeller  v.  Newton;  9  C.  &  P.  315,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

'  Anon.,  cited  by  Ld.  Kenyon  in  Doe  o.  Perkins,  3  T.  E.  752 — 754.  See 
Sayer  v.  Wagstaff,  5  Beav.  462. 

'  The  law  on  this  subject  is  thus  laid  down  in  §  159  of  the  Indian  Evid. 
Act  of  1872: — "Whenever  a  witness  may  refresh  his  memory  by  reference 
to  any  document,  he  may,  with  the  permission  of  the  court,  refer  to  a  copy 
of  such  document :  provided  the  court  be  satisfied  that  there  is  sufficient 
reason  for  the  non-production  of  the  original." 

*  Tanner  v.  Taylor,  cited  per  BuUer,  J.,  in  Doe.  v.  Perkins,  3  T.  E.  754, 
as  decided  by  Legge,  B. ;  Anon.,  per  Bayley,  J.,  1  Lew.  C.  C.  101;  Duch. 
of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  619;  E.  v.  Hedges,  28  How.  St.  Tr. 
1367. 

5  Ld.  Talbot  v.  Cusack,  17  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  213. 
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applicable,  whether  a  paper  be  produced  as  evidence  in  itself,  or  be 
merely  used  to  refresh  the  memory.' 

§  1409.  Be  this  as  it  may,  thus  much  seems  clear",  that  if  the  ?  1266 
copy  be  an  imperfect  extract,  or  be  not  proved  to  be  a  correct  copy, 
or  if  the  witness  have  no  independent  recollection  of  the  facts 
narrated  therein,  the  original  must  be  used.^  The  case  of  Burton 
V.  Plummer  ^  in  no  way  contravenes  this  rule.  There,  the  plaintiff 's 
clerk,  being  called  to  prove  the  order  and  delivery  of  certain  goods, 
sought  to  refresh  his  memory  by  some  entries  in  a  ledger.  The 
transactions  in  trade  had  been  noted  by  the  clerk  in  a  waste- book  as 
they  occurred,  and  the  plaintiff,  day  by  day,  had  copied  the  entries 
into  the  ledger,  each  entry  being  at  the  time  checked  by  the  clerk. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  court  very  properly  regarded  the 
ledger  as  an  original,  and  allowed  the  witness  to  refresh  his  memory 
thereby,  without  accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  waste-book.  So, 
in  Home  v.  Mackenzie,*  where  a  surveyor  was  permitted  to  refresh 
his  memory  by  a  printed  copy  of  a  report  furnished  by  him  to  his 
employers,  and  complied  from  his  original  notes,  of  which  it  was 
substantially,  though  not  verbally,  a  transcript,  the  report  seems  to 
have  been  treated  in  the  light  of  an  original  document;  and  although 
it  contained  some  marginal  notes,  made  only  two  days  before,  it 
was  still  allowed  to  be  used,  these  notes  consisting  of  mere  calcu- 
lations, which  the  witness,  if  time  were  given  him,  could  repeat 
without  their  aid. 

§  1410.  Before-  a  witness  can  refresh  his  memory  by  looking  at    |  1267 
memoranda,  it  seems   to   be  further   necessary  that  they  should 
have  been  made,  either  by  the  witness  himself,  or  by  some  person 
in  his  presence,^  or,  at  least,  that  he  should  h  ave  examined  them 

1  Burton  v.  Plummer,  2  A.  &  E.  344.  See,  also,  Jones  v.  Stroud,  2  C.  &  P. 
196. 

'  Doe  V.  Perkins,  3  T.  E.  749;  explained  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  2  A.  &  E.  215; 
E.  V.  Hedges,  28  How.  St.  Tr.  1367,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Solomons  v. 
Campbell,  cited  1  St.  Ev.  177,  178,  n.,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.;  Beech  v.  Jones,  5 
Com.  B.  696;  Alcock  v.  The  Eoy.  Exch.  Ins.  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  292. 

'  2  A.  &  E.  341.     See  Ld.  Talbot  v.  Cusack,  17  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  213. 

*  6  CI.  &  Fin.  628,  630,  645.  See,  also,  Topham  v.  Macgregor,  1  C.  &  Kir. 
320,  where  the  writer  of  an  article  in  a  newspaper  was  allowed  to  refresh  his 
memory  by  the  paper,  his  MS.  being  proved  to  be  lost. 

=  Duch.  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  619. 
24  LAW  OF  EVID.— v.  III.  (4071) 
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while  the  facts  were  fresh  in  his  memory,  and  should  then  have 
known  that  the  particulars  therein  mentioned  were  correctly 
stated.'  In  accordance  with  the  last  part  of  this  rule,  a  witness 
has  been  allowed  to  refer  to  a  log-book,  which,  though  not  written 
by  himself,  had  from  time  to  time,  and  while  the  occurrences  were 
recent,  been  examined  by  him;'  and  the  same  course  has  been 
pursued  with  respect  to  a  workman's  time-book,  which  the  pay-clerk 
had  acted  upon  in  paying  the  weekly  wages.  ^  So,  where  it  has  been 
material  to  prove  the  date  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  court  has 
several  times  permitted  witness  to  refer  to  their  depositions,  taken 
shortly  after  the  banktuptcy,  though  such  depositions  were  of  ccrurse 
not  written  by  themselves,  but  merely  signed  by  them.*  So,  where 
a  witness  called  on  behalf  of  a  prosecution  makes  a  statement  in  his 
examination  in  chief  inconsistent  with  what  he  has  previously  sworn 
before  the  magistrates,  or  the  coroner,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  , 
may  show  him  his  deposition,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his 
memory,  and  may  then  repeat  the  question  in  a  leading  form.^ 
Again,  if  the  witness  has  checked  an  entry  made  by  another 
person;^  or  has  actually  seen  money  paid  and  a  receipt  given;'  or 
has  read  a  memorandum  to  a  party  who  had  assented  to  its  terms;' 
in  all  these,  and  the  like  cases,  he  will  be  allowed  to  look  at  the 
document  itself,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory  as  to  the 
facts  mentioned  therein.  In  one  or  two  cases  a  greater  latitude  is 
said  to  have  prevailed;  and  witnesses  are  reiported  to  have  been 
allowed  to  refresh  their  memories  from  the  brief  notes  of  counsel 
taken  at  a  former  trial,  provided  they  could  afterwards  speak  from 
recollection,  and  not  merely  from  the  notes."     These  cases,  how- 

I  See  ante,  p.  1198,  n.  '». 

^  Burrough"  v.  Martin,  2  Camp.  112,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  Anderson  v. 
Whalley,  3  C.  &  Kir.  54. 

3  R.  V.  Langton,  13  Cox,  345,  per  Ct.  of  Cr.  App.;  46  L.  J.,  M.  C.  136;  & 
L.  R,  2  Q.  B.  D.  296,  S.  C. 

*  Smith  V.  Morgan,  2  M.  &  Rob.  257,  per  Tiudal,  C.  J. ;  "Wood  v.  Cooper, 
1  C.  &  Kir,  645,  per  Pollock,  C.  B. ;  Vaughan  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  640,  per  Ld. 
Kenyon.  *  R.  v.  Williams,  6  Cox,  343,  per  Williams  J. 

"  Burton  v.  Plummer,  2  A.  &  E.  341. 

'  Rambert  v.  Cohen,  4  Esp.  213,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 

^  Bolton,  Ld.,  V.  Tomlin,  5  A.  &  E.  856;  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1  East,  459; 
R.  «.  St.  Martin's,  Leicester,  2  A.  &  E.  210. 

"  Lawes  v.  Reed,  2  Lew.  C.  0. .  152,  per  Alderson,  B.,  citing  Balme  v. 
Hutton,  as  a  similar  case.     See,  also,  Henry  v.  Lee,  2  Chit.  R.  124. 
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ever,  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  authorities,  and  are  certainly- 
opposed  in  spirit  to  a  decision  of  Lord  Tenterden's,'  where  a  wit- 
ness, having  denied  on  cross-examination  that  he  was  ever  sentenced 
to  imprisonment,  was  not  permitted  under  the  old  law  to  have  his 
memory  refreshed  by  a  copy  of  his  conviction.^  , 


§  1411.  As  a  writing,  used  to  refresh  the  memory,  does  not  ?  1268 
thereby  become  evidence  of  itself,"  it  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  even  be  admissible;  and  therefore  a  receipt  which  cannot 
be  read  for  want  of  a  stamp,  may  yet  be  referred  to  by  the  witness 
in  giving  his  evidence.*  Neither  is  it  essential  that  notes  used  by 
a  witness,  who  is  called  to  prove  a  conversation,  a  speech,  or  the 
like,  should  contain  a  verbatim  account  of  all  that  was  uttered. 
Thus,  where  it  appeared  that  a  short-hand  writer  had  taken  a 
verbatim  note  of  such  parts  of  an  address  as  he  deemed  material, 
and  was  merely  able  to  swear  to  the  substantial  correctess  of  the 
remainder,  he  was  permitted  to  read  the  whole;  though  it  was 
strongly  urged  that,  as  by  the  witness's  own  showing  the  note  was 
a  partial  one,  the  fulness  and  consequent  accuracy  of  which  rested 
on  his  private  opinion  of  the  materiality  of  what  was  spoken,  he  was 
npt  entitled  to  use  it  at  all,  but  was  bound  to  depend  on  his  memory 
alone.'*  If  the  witness  has  become  blind,  the  paper  may  be  read 
over  to  him,  for  the  purpose  of  exciting  his  recollection.* 

§  1412.  In  order  that  a  document  may  be  used  as  the  refresher  §  i269 
of  memory,  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  that  the  witness,  after 
having  seen  it,  should  have  any  independent  recollection  of  the  facts 
mentioned  therein,  or  connected  therewith;  but  it  will  suffice  if  he 
remembers  that  he  has  seen  the  paper  before,  and  that,  when  he 
saw  it,  he  knew  its  contents  to   be  correct;  or  even  if,  entirely  for- 

^  Meagoe  v.  Simmons,  3  C.  &  P.  75. 
2  See  now  28  &  29  V.,  c.  18,  ?  6,  cited  post,  ?  1437. 

«  Alcock  V.  The  Roy.  Exeh.  Ins.  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  292;  Payne  v.  Ibbotson,  27 
L.  J.,  Ex.  341. 

*  Maugham  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  14;  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1  East,  459; 
Eambert  v.  Cohen,  4.  Esp.  213,  per  Ld.  Ell&nborqugh  ;  Catt  i).  Howard,  3 
Stark.  E.  3,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 

*  E.  V.  O'Connell,  Arm.  &  T.  165—167. 

^  Catt  V.  Howard,  3  Stark.  E.  3,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.  ;,  Vaughan  v.  Martin,  1 
Esp.  440,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 
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getting  the  circumstances  themselves,  and  the  fact  of  his  having 
seen  the  paper,  he  can  still,  in  consequence  of  recognising  his 
signature  or  writing  upon  it,  vouch  for  the  accuracy  of  the  memo- 
randum, or  swear  to  the  particular  fact  in  question.  Thus,  wiere 
an  agent,  who  had  made  a  parol  lease,  and  entered  a  memorandum 
of  the  terms  in  a  book,  stated  that  he  had  no  memory  of  the  trans- 
action but  from  the  book,  though  on  reading  the  entry  he  enter- 
tained no  doubt  that  the  fact  really  happened,  it  was  held  sufficient;' 
and  a  barrister,  called  to  prove  that'  a  witness  had  materially  varied 
his  account  since  the  last  trial,  has  been  allowed  to  refresh  his 
memory  by  the  notes  on  his  brief,  though  he  had  no  independent 
recollection  of  what  took  place  on  the  former  occasion.^  Another 
ex'ample^  of  this  kind,  is  where  a  banker's  clerk  is  shewn  a  bill  of 
exchange,  which  has  his  own  writing  upon  it,  from  which  he  knows 
and  is  able  to  swear  positively  that  it  has  passed  through  his 
hands.  So,  where  a  witness,  from  seeing  his  own  signature  to  the 
attestation  of  a  deed,  says  that  he  is  therefore  sure  that  he  saw  the 
party  execute  it,  this  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution,  though  he 
adds  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  fact.* 


§  1413.  In  all  cases  tvhere  documents  are  used  for  the  purpose  ?  1270 
of  refreshing  the  memory  of  a  witness,  it  is  usual  and  reasonable,* 
— and  if  the  witness  has  no  independent  recollection  of  the  fact, 
it  is  necessary, — that  they  should  be  produced  at  the  trial,*  and 
that  the  opposite  counsel  should  have  an  opportunity  of  inspecting 
them,  in  order  that  on  cross-  or  re-examination,  he  may  have 
the  benefit  of  the  witness's  refreshing  his  memory  by  every  part.' 

'  R.  V.  St.  Martin's,  Leicester,  2  A.  &  E.  210.     See,  also,  Haig  v.  Newton, 

1  Const.  R.  423;  Sharpe  v.  Bingley,  id.  343;    Maugham  v.   Hubbard,  8  B.  & 
C  14.  ^  R.  V.  Guinea,  Ir.  Cir.  R.  167,  per  Crampton,  J. 

^  Gv.  Ev.  ?  437,  in  great  part,  for  seven  lines. 

•  Maugham  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &.C.  16,  per  Bayley,  J. ;  R.  v.  St.  Martin's, 
Leicester,  2  A.  &  E.  213,  per  Taunton,  J.;  Russell  v.  Coffin,  8  Pick.  143,  150; 
Jackson  v.  Christman,  4  "Wend.  277,  282;  Pigott  v.  Halloway,  1  Binn.  436; 
Smiths.  Lane,  12  Serg.  &  R.  84,  per  Gibson,  J.;  Clark  v.  Vorce,  15  Wend. 
193.  5  R  „  Hardy,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  824,  per  Eyre,  C.  J. 

"  Beech  «.  Jones,  5  Cora.  B.  696. 

'  Howard  t).  Caufield,  5  Dowl.  417,  per  Coleridge,  J.;  E.  v.  St.  Martin's, 
Leicester,  2  A.  &  E.  215,  per  Patteson,  J.;  Sinclair  v.  Stevenson,  1  C.  &  P. 
583,  per  Best,  C.  J.;  Loyd  v.   Freshfield,  2   C.   &  P.  332;  Dupuy  v.  Truman 

2  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  R.  341;  Lord  v.  Colvin,  2  Drew.  205.  ' 
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Neither  is  the  adverse  party  bound  to  put  in  the  document  as 
part  of  his  evidence,  merely  because  he  has  looked  at  it,  or 
examined  the  witness  respecting  such  entries  as  have  been  pre- 
viously referred  to;'  but  if  he  goes  further  than  this,  and  asks 
questions  -as  to  other  parts  of  the  memorandum,  it  seems  that  he 
thereby  makes  it  his  own  evidence.^  If  a  paper  be  put  into  the 
hand  of  a  witness,  merely  to  prove  handwriting,  and  not  to  refresh 
his  memory,^  or  if,  being  given  to  the  witness  for  the  purpose  of 

'  R.  V.  Eamsden,  2  C.  &  P.  604,  per  Ld.  Tenterden  ;  Gregory  v.  Tavernor, 
6  C.  &  P.  281,  per  Gurney,  B.;  Payne  v.  Ibbotson,  27  L.  J.,  Ex.  341. 

'  Gregory  v.  Tavernor,  6  C.  &  P.  281.     See  Stephens  v.  Foster,  6  C.  &  P. 
289. 

'  Eussell  Rider,  6  C.  &  P.  416  ;  Sinclair  v.  Stevenson,  1  C.  &  P.  583  ; 
Lord  V.  Colvin,  2  Drew.  205,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C;  S.  C,  before  the  l|ds. 
Just.,  5  De  Gex,  M,  &  G.  47  ;  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  469,  S.  C.  In  Scotland  the  subject 
of  the  use  and  proper  office  of  writings,  in  restoring  the  recollection  of  wit- 
nesses, is  stated  with  precision  by  Mr.  Allison,  in  his  able  and  philosophical 
Treatise  on  the  Practice  of  the  Criminal  Law.  "  It  is  frequently  made  a  ques- 
tion," he  observes,  "whether  a  witnass  may  refer  to  notes  or  memoranda  made 
to  assist  his  memory.  On  this  subject,  the  rule  is,  that  notes  or  memoranda 
made  up  by  the  witness  at  the  moment,  or  recently  after  the  fact,  may  be 
looked  to  in  order  to  refresh  his  memory  ;  but  if  they  were  made  up  at  the 
distance  of  weeks  or  months  thereafter,  and  still  more,  if  done  at  the  recom- 
mendation of  one  of  the  parties,  they  are  not  admissible.  It  is  accordingly 
usual  to  allow  a  witness  to  look  to  memoranda  made  at  the  time,  of  dates, 
distances,  appearances  on  dead  bodies,  lists  of  stolen  goods,  or  the  like,  before 
emitting  his  testimony,  or  even  to  read  such  notes  to  the  jury  as  his  evidence, 
he  having  first  sworn  that  they  were  made  at  the  time  and  faithfully  done. 
In  regard  to  lists  of  stolen  goods  in  particular,  it  is  now  the  usual  practice  to 
have  inventories  of  them  made  up  at  the  time  from  the  information  of  the 
'  witness  in  precognition,  signed  by  him,  and  libelled  on  as  a  production  at  the 
trial,  and  he  is  then  desired  to  read  them,  or  they  are  read  to  him,  and  he 
swears  that  they  contain  a  correct  list  of  the  stolen  articles.  In  this  way 
much  time  is  saved  at  the  trial,  and  much  more  correctness  and  accuracy  is 
obtained  than  could  possibly  have  been  expected,  if  the  witness  were  required 
to  state  from  memory  all  the  particulars  of  the  stolen  articles,  at  the  distance 
perhaps  of  months  from  the  time  when  they  were  lost.  With  the  exception, 
however,  of  such  memoranda,  notes,  or  inventories,  made  up  at  the  time  or 
shortly  after  the  occasion  libelled,  a  witness  is  not  permitted  to  refer  to  a 
written  paper  as  containing  his  deposition  ;  for  that  would  annihilate  the 
whole  advantages  of  parol  evidence  and  viva  voce  examination,  and  convert 
a  jury  trial  into  a  mere  consideration  of  written  instruments.  There  is  one 
exception,  however,  properly  introduced  into  this  rule  ;  in  the  case  of  medical 
or  other  scientific  reports  or  certificates,  which  are  lodged  in  process  betore 
the  trial,  and  libelled  on  as  productions  in  the  indictment,  and  which  the 
witness  is  allowed  to  read  as  his  deposition  to  the  jury,  confirming  it  at  its 
close  by  a  declaration  on  his  oath,  that  it  is  a  true  report.     The  reason  of 
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refreshing  his  memory^  the  questions  founded  upon  it  utterly  fail, 
the  opposite  party  is  not  entitled  to  see  it.'  If  he  does  look  at  it 
under  these  circumstances,  he  may  be  required  by  his  adversary  to 
put  it  in  evidence.'' 

§  1414  Unless  evidence  of  reputation  be  admissible,'  witnesses  ?  1271 
must,  in  general,  merely  speak  to  facts  within  their  own  know- 
ledge; and  they  will  not  be  permitted,— excepting  under  the  circum- 
stances that  will  presently  be  mentioned, *-=— to  express  their  own 
belief  or  opinion.  For  instance,  where  goods  had  been  supplied 
to  a  firm,  and  the  question  raised  between  the  parties  was, 
whetheir  the  defendant  had  held  himself  out  to  the  plaintiff  as 
the  only  person  composing  the  firm,  a  witness,  who  proved  the 
giving  of  the  order  by  the  defendant,  was  not  allowed  to  be  asked 

this  exception  is  founded  in  the  consideration,  that  the  medical  or  other 
scientific  facts  or  appearances,  which  are  the  subject  of  such  a  report,  are 
generally  so  minute  and  detailed  that  t'hey  cannot  with  safety  be  in- 
trusted to  the  memory  of  the  witness,  but  much  more  reliance  may  be  placed 
on  a  report  made  out  by  him  at  the  time  when  the  facts  or  appearances  are 
fresh  in  his  recollection  ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  such  witnesses  have 
generally  no  personal  interest  in  the  matter,  and  from  their  situation  and  rank 
in  life,  are  much  less  liable  to''  suspicion  than  those  of  an  inferior  class,  or 
more  intimately  connected  with  the  transaction  in  question.  Although, 
therefore,  the  scientific  witness  is  always  called  on  to  read  his  report,  as 
affording  the  best  evidence  of  the  appearances  he  was  called  on  to  examine, 
yet  he  may  be,  and  generally  is,  subject  to  a  further  examination  by  the 
prosecutor,  or  a  cross-examination  on  the  prisoner's  part ;  and  if  he  is  called 
on  to  state  any  facts  in  the  case,  unconnected  with  his  scientific  report,  as 
conversations  with  the  deceased,  confessions  heard  by  him  from  the  panel, 
or  the  like,  utitur  jure  communi,  he  stands  in  the  situation  of  an  ordinary 
witness,  and  must  give  his  evidence  verbally  in  answer  to  the  questions  put 
to  him,  and  can  only  refer  to  jottings  or  memoranda  of  dates,  &c.,  made  up 
at  the  time  to  refresh  his  memory,  like  any  other  person  put  into  the  box." 
Pp.  540—542. 

'  K.  V.  Buncombe,  8  C.  &  P.  369,  per  Ld.  Denman ;  Lord  v.  Colvin,  2  Drew. 
205;  S.  C.  before  the  Lds.  Just.,  23  L.  .T.,  Ch.  469;  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  47, 
S.  C.  In  Holland  v.  Eeeves,  7  C.  &  P.  39,  a  party  put  a  document  into  the 
hands  of  an  adverse  witness,  and  cross-examined  him  upon  it,  whereupon  he 
was  required  by  the  opposite  counsel  to  have  it  read  forthwith;  but  Alderson, 
B.,  held  that  the  cross-examining  party  was  not  bound  to  put  in  the  document, 
until  he  had  opened  his  own  case.  It  would  seem,  however,  in  such  a  case, 
that  the  opposite  counsel  would  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  document,  in  order 
to  found  questions  upon  it  in  re-examination.     See  post,  §?  1446 — 1452. 

'^  Palmer  v.  Maclear,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  149. 

'  Ante,  I  607.  •  Post,  l^  1416—1425. 
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with  whom  he  dealt,  because  such  a  question  was  only  a  skilful 
mode  of  ascertaining  the  witness's  opinion,  which  might  be 
founded  on  hearsay  evidence;  and  the  court  held,  that  the  only 
proper  inquiry  was  as  to  the  acts  done.'  So,  in  an  action  of 
slander,  if  the  words  used  are  alleged  to  have  been  spoken  in  a 
sense  different  from  their  ordinary  meaning,  a  by-stander  cannot 
be  asked,  in  the  first  instance,  what  he  understood  by  them,^  but 
the  proper  course  will  be  to  ask  the  witness  whether  there  was 
anything  to  prevent  the  words  from  conveying  the  meaning  which 
they  ordinarily  would  convey  to  him;  and  then,  if  he  states  any 
facts  which  lead  to  the  inference  that  they  were  used  in  a  peculiar 
sense,  a  foundation  will  have  been  laid  for  the  question,  "What 
did  you  understand  by  those  words?'" 


§  1415.*  But,  though  a  witness,  in  general,  must  depose  to  ?  1272 
such  facts  only  as  are  within  his  oum  knowledge,^  the  law  does  not 
require  him  to  speak  with  such  expression  of  certainty  as  to  ex- 
clude all  doubt.  For,  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  the  subject, 
if  the  witness  has  any  personal  recollection  of  the  fact  under 
investigation,  he  may  state  what  he  remembers  concerning  it,  and 
leave  the  jury  to  judge  of  the  weight  of  his  testimony."  But  if 
the  impression  on  his  mind  be  so  slight  as  to  justify  the  belief 
that  it  may  have  been  derived  from  others,  or  may  be  some 
unwarrantable  deduction  of  his  own  dull  understanding  or  lively 
imagination,  it  will  be  rejected.' 

§  1416.'  On  some  particular  subjects,  positive  and  direct  testi-    ?  1273 
mony  may  often  be   unattainable;    and,  in  such  cases,  a  witness 
is  allowed  to  testify  as  to  his  belief  or  opinion,  or  even  to  draw 


■  Bonfield  v.  Smith,  12  M.  &  "W.  405. 

^  D.  of  Brunswick  v.  Harmer,  3  C.  &  Kir.  10. 

'  Daines  v.  Hartley,  3  Ex.E.  200.  See  Simmons  v.  Mitchell,  50  L.  J.,  P. 
C.  11.  '  Gr.  Ev.  I  440,  in  part. 

°  As  to  evidence  of  reputation,  see  ante,  ?  607. 

"  Miller's  case,  3  Wils.  427,  per  De  Grey,  C.  J.;  2  W.  Bl.  886,  S.  C;  Car- 
malt  V.  Post,  8  Watts,  411,  per  Gibson,  C.  J. ;  R.  v.  Stafiford,  7  How.  St.  Tr. 
1378,  per  Ld.  H.  St.  Finch. 

'  Clark  V.  Bigelow,  4  Shepl.  246.  *  Gr.  Ev.  §  440,  in  part. 
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inferences  respecting  the  fact  in  question  from  other  facts,  pro- 
vided these  last  facts  be  within  his  personal  knowledge.  Nor  is 
this  course  fraught  with  much  danger  ;  because  a  witness  who 
testifies  falsely  as  to  his  belief,  is  equally  liable  to  be  convicted  of 
perjury,  with  the  man  who  swears  positively  to  a  fact  which  he 
knows  to  be  untrue.'  The  only  difference  is,  that  proof  of  the 
commission  of  the  crime  is  more  difficult  in  the  one  case  than  in 
the  other.  In  conformity  with  this  rule,  which  admits  evidence 
of  opinion  on  the  ground  of  necessity,  witnesses  are  constantly 
permitted  to  express  their  belief  Respecting  the  identity  of  persons 
and  things,  as  also  respecting  the  genuineness  of  disputed  hand- 
writing.'^ So,  where  the  question  was  whether  a  house  agent  was 
entitled  to  his  commission,  as  on  the  sale  of  a  house  through  his 
intervention,  the  purchaser  was  allowed  to  be  asked  whether  he 
thought  he  should  have  bought  the  property  if  he  had  not  ob- 
tained a  card  to  view  it  from  the  agent's  office.^  So,  in  a 
petition  for  damages  on  the  ground  of  adultery,*  or  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  any  person  who  has  been  in  a 
position  to  observe  the  mutual  deportment  of  the  parties,  may 
give  in  evidence  his  opinion  upon  the  question,  whether  or  not 
they  were  attached  to  each  other.^  In  America  it  has  been  de- 
termined, upon  grave  consideration,  and  in  conformity  with  the 
doctrine  which  has  always  prevailed  in  our  ecclesiastical  courts,' 
that  where  a  witness  has  had  opportunities  of  knowing  and 
observing  the  conversation,  conduct,  and  manners  of  a  person 
whose  sanity  is  in  question,  he  may  depose,  not  only  to  particular 
facts,  but  to  his  opinion  or  belief  as  to  the  sanity  of  the  party, 
formed  from  such  actual  observation.'     So,  also,  in  that  country, 


1  E.  V.  Pedley,  1  Lea.  327,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Miller's  case,  2  W.  Bl.  885, 
886,  per  De  Grey,  C.  J. ;  3  Wils.  420,  S.  C. ;  Folkes  v.  Chadd,  3  Doug.  159, 
per  Ld.  Mansfield:  R.  v.  Schlesinger,  10  Q.  B.  670. 

^  As  to  proof  of  handwriting,  see  post,   ?  1862,  et  seq. ;  Folkes  v.  Chadd, 

3  Doug.  159,  per  Ld.  Mansfield. 

'  Mansell  v.  Clements,  9  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  139. 

*  See  20  &  21  v., -c.  85,  §.33. 

*  Trelawney  v.  Colman,  2  Stark.  R.  192,  per  Holroyd,  J. ;  M'Kee  v.  Nelson, 

4  Cowen,  355. 

8  "Wheeler  v.  Alderson,  3  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  574,  604,  605. 
'  Clajy  V.  aary,  2  Iredell,  78. 
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tbe  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  may  testify  their  opinions,  with 
respect  to  the  sanity  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  executing  the 
will;  for  the  law  has  placed  them  about  the  testator,  to  ascertain 
and  judge  of  his  capacity.' 


§  1417.^  This  lax  mode  of  examination,  however,  chiefly  pre-  ?  1274 
vails  on  questions  of  science  or  trade,  where,  from  the  difficulty, 
and  occasional  impossibility,  of  obtaining  more  direct  and  positive 
evidence,  persons  of  skill,  sometimes  called  experts,  are  allowed, 
not  only  to  testify  to  facts,  but  to  give  their  opinions  in  evidence. 
Thus,  the  opinions  of  medical  men  are  constantly  admitted,  as  to 
the  cause  of  disease  or  death,  or  the  consequences  of  wounds,  or 
the  treatment  of  sickness;  and  as  to  the  sane  or  insane  state  of  a 
person's  mind,  as  collected  from  a  number  of  circumstances,  and 
as  to  other  subjects  of  professional  skill.'  So,  inspectors  of  franks, 
and  other  persons  who  have  made  the  peculiarities  of  handwriting 
their  special  study,  have  been  examined  to  their  belief,  as  to  whether 
the  writing  of  an  instrument  was  in  a  feigned  hand,  and  also  as  to 
whether  two  documents,  supposed  to  have  been  written  in  a  dis- 
guised hand,  were  written  by  the  same  person.*  So,  antiquaries 
have  been  called  to  fix,  by  conjecture,  the  date  of  ancient  hand- 
writing;* and  practical  surveyors  may  express  their  opinions, 
whether  certain  marks  on  trees,  piles  of  stone,  &c.,  were  intended  as 
monuments  of  boundaries.'  So,  an  accountant,  who,  although  not 
an  actuary,  was  acquainted  with  the  business  of  life  insurance,  has 
been  allowed  to  give  evidence  as  to  the  average  and  probable  dura-- 
tion  of  lives,  and  the  value  of  annuities.'  So,  a  secretary  of  a  fire 
insurance  company,  accustomed  to  examine  buildings  with  reference 
to  the  insurance  of  them,  and  who,  as  a  county  commissioner,  had 


'Chase  v.  Lincoln,  3  Mass.  237;  Poole  r.  Richardson,  id.  330;  Eambler  «. 
Tyron,  7  Serg.  &  E.  90,  92;  Bnckmiu.ster  r.  Perry,  4  Mass.  590;  Grant  v. 
Thompson,  4  Conn.  203;  Wogan  v.  Small,  11  Serg.  &  E.  141. 

''  Gr.  Ev.  I  440,  in  part. 

'  1  St.  Ev.  175;  Tait,  Ev.  433;  E.  v.  Wright,  E.  &  E.  456;  Hathom  v. 
King,  8  Mass.  371;  Collett  v.  Collett,  1  Curt.  687. 

*.Goodtitle  v.  Braham,  4,  T.  E.  497. 

*  Tracy  Peer,  10  CI.  &  Pin.  191.  °  Davis  v.  Mason,  4  Pick.  156. 

'  Eowley  v.  Lond.  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  42  L.  J.,  Ex.  153  per  Ex.  Ch.;  8 Law 
•Eep.,  Ex.221,  S.  C. 
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frequently  estimated  damages  occasioned  by  the  laying  out  of  rail- 
roads and  highways,  has  been  held  competent  to  testify  his  opinion, 
as  to  the  effect  of  laying  a  railroad  within  a  certain  distance  of  a 
building,  upon  the  value  of  the  rent,  and  the  increase  of  the  rate  of , 
insurance  against  fire.'  So,  where  the  question  was,  whether  a 
paper  had  contained  certain  pencil-marks,  which  were  alleged 
to  have  been  rubbed  out,  the  opinion  of  an  engraver,  who  had 
examined  the  paper  with  a  mirror,  was  held  to  be  admissible 
evidence,  valeat  quantum.^  Seal- engravers,  also,  may  be  called  to 
give  their  opinions  upon  an  impression,  whether  it  was  made  from 
an  original  seal,  or  from  another  impression.'  So,  the  opinion 
of  an  artist  in  painting  is  evidence  respecting  the  genuineness 
of  a  picture.*  And  it  seems,  that  a  postmark  may  be  proved 
by  the  opinion  of  a  clerk  of  the  post-office,  or,  perhaps,  of  any 
one,  who  has  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  letters  with  that  mark.  ^ 

§  1418.°  Where  the  question  was  whether  a  bank,  which  had  §  1275 
been  erected  to  prevent  the  overflowing  of  the  sea,  had  caused  the 
choking  up  of  a  harbour,  the  opinions  of  scientific  engineers,  as 
to  the  effect  of  such  embankment  upon  the  harbour,  were  held 
to  be  admissible  evidence.'  So,  naturalists,  who  have  observed  the 
habits  of  certain  fish,  have  been  permitted  to  state  their  opinions, 
as  to  the  ability  of  the  fish  to  overcome  particular  obstructions 
in  the  rivers  which  they  are  accustomed  to  ascend.*  So,  in  the 
case  of  Bradley  ii.  Arthur,'  the  opinion  of  experienced  officers  was 

'  Webber  v.  East.  Ey.  Co.,  2  Mete.  147.  Where  a  point,  involving  ques- 
tions of  practical  science,  is  in  dispute  before  a  court  unaided  by  a  jury  or 
assessors,  the  court  will  advise  a  reference  to  an  expert  in  that  science  for 
his  opinion  on  the  facts;  and  the  report  of  such  party  will  be  adopted  by 
the  court.  Webb  v.  Manch.  &  Leeds  Ry.  Co.,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  120,  121;  lEail. 
Cas.  576,  S.  C. 

'  R.  V.  Williams,  8  C.  &  P.  434,  per  Parke,  B.,  and  Tindal,  C.  J. 

"  Per  Ld.  Mansfield,  in  Folkes  v.  Chadd,  3  Doug.  157. 

*  In  Belt  1).  Lawes,  tried  by  Huddleston,  B.,  in  1883,  many  R.  A.'s  were 
called  who  expressed  decided  opinions  hostile  to  the  plaintiff's  artistic  claims; 
but  the  jury, — influenced  possibly  by  the  comments  of  the  judge, — disre- 
garded this  testimony.     M.  S. 

*  Abbey  v.  Lill,  5  Bing.  299,  304,  per  Gaselee,  J. ;  Fletcher  v.  Braddyll,  3 
Stark.  R.  64;  Woodcock  d.  Houldsworth,  16  M.  &  W.  124. 

"  Gr.  Ev.  I  440,  in  part.  '  Folkes  r.  Chadd,  3  Doug.  157. 

8  Cottrill  V.  Myrick,  3  Fairf.  222. 

»  4  B.  &  C.   295,  305,  307,   311.     See,  also,  Barwis  v.  Keppel,  2  Wils.  314. 
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taken  respecting  a  question  of  military  practice,  and  the  court 
held  that  such  evidence  was  clearly  admissible,  though  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  unwilling  to  attach  to  it  any  great  weight.  In 
short,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  the  opinion 
of  witnesses  possessing  peculiar  skill  is  admissible,  whenever  the 
subject-matter  of  inquiry  is  such  that  inexperienced  persons  are 
unlikely  to  prove  capable  of  forming  a  correct  judgment  upon  it 
without  such  assistance;^  in  other  words,  when  it  so  far  partakes 
of  the  character  of  a  science  or  art,  as  to  require  a  course  of 
previous  habit  or  study,  in  order  to  obtain  a  competent  knowledge 
of  its  nature.  I 


§  1419.  On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  equally  clear,  that  the  g  1276 
opinions  of  skilled  witnesses  cannot  be  received,  when  the  inquiry 
relates  to  a  subject,  which  does  not  require  any  peculiar  habits  or 
course  of  study  in  order  to  qualify  a  man  to  understand  it.^ 
Therefore*  witnesses  are  not  permitted  to  state  their  views  on 
matters  of  moral .  or  legal  obligation,  or  on  the  manner  in  which 
other  TpeiBona -would  probably  have  been  influenced,  had  the  parties  ' 
acted  in  one  way  rather  than  another.'  Thus,  the  opinions  of 
medical  practitioners  upon  the  question,  whether  a  certain  phy- 
sician had  honourably  and  faithfully  discharged  his  duty  to  his 
medical  brethren,  have  been  rejected;  because,  on  such  a  point, 
the  jury  were  as  capable  of  forming  an  opinion  as  the  witnesses 
themselves.* 

§  1420.  In  some  cases,  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  whether  g  1277 
the  particular  question  be  one  of  a  scientific  nature  or  not,  and, 
consequently,  whether  skilled  witnesses  may  or  may  not  pass  their 
opinions  upon  it.  Thus,  if  an  action  be  brought  on  a  policy  of 
insurance,  and  the  question  be,  whether  facts  withheld  from  the 
underwriter  were  material,  can  persons  conversant  with  the  busi- 
ness of  insurance  be  asked  their  opinions  on  this  subject  ?  Or  if 
the  action  be  against  the  insurance  broker  for  negligence,  in  not 

'  M'Fadden  v.  Murdock,  I.  R.,  1  C.  L.  211. 

2  1  Smith,  L.  Q.  491,  note  to  Carter  v.  Boehm.  '  Id. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  §  441,  in  part. 

•'  Campbell  v.  Eickards,  5  B.  &  Ad.  846,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

"  Eamadge  v.  Ryan.  9  Bing.  333. 
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drawing,  or  in  not  altering,  a  policy  according  to  instructions, 
can  other  brokers  be  called  to  state  their  opinions  as  to  what  the 
conduct  of  persons  similarly  situated  ought  to  have  been  ?  To 
these  queries  no  satisfactory  answer  can  be  given,  as  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  has  said  that  such  evidence  cannot  be  received,' 
while  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  determined  that  it  can.^ 
In  Greville  v.  Chapman,^  which  was  an  action  for  a  libel,  imputing 
to  the  plaintifP  dishonourable  conduct  in  withdrawing  a  horse 
which  had  been  entered  for  a  race,  and  against  which  he  had 
betted,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  on  cross-examination  stated, 
that  by  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club  a  man  might  bet  against  his 
own  horse,  and  then  withdraw  him  without  assigning  any  reason, 
and  that,  in  such  a  case,  he  would  be  entitled  to  receive  the  amount 
of  the  wager.  On  re-examination,  he  was  asked  his  opinion  re- 
specting the  morality  of  such  conduct,  and  the  court  held  that  this 
question  might  properly  be  put  with  the  view  of  arriving  at  the  real 
meaning  of  the  rules. 

§  1421.  The  opinions  of  scientific  witnesses  are  admissible  in  g  1278 
evidence,  not  only  where  they  rest  on  the  personal  observation 
of  the  witness  himself,  and  on  facts  within  his  own  knowledge,  but 
even  where  they  are  merely  founded  on  the  case  as  proved  by  other 
witnesses  at  the  trial.*  But  here  the  witness  cannot  in  strictness 
be  asked  his  opinion  respecting  the  very  point  which  the  jury  are 
to  determine.  For  instance,  if  the  question  be  whether  a  par- 
ticular act,  for  which  a  prisoner  is  tried,  were  an  act  of  insanity, 
a  medical  man,  conversant  with   that  disease,  who  knows  nothing 


'  Campbell  v.  Rickards,  5  B.  &  Ad.  480;  2  N.  &  M.  542,  S.  C;  relying 
on  Carter  v,  Boehm,  3  Burr.  905,  913,  914;  and  Durrell  v.  Bederley,  Holt, 
N.  P.  R.  283,  per  Gibbs,  J.  See,  also,  Jefferson  Ins.  Co.  u  Cotheal,  7  "Wend. 
72,  79. 

^  Chapman  v.  Walton,  10  Bing.  57;  3  M.  &  Sc.  389,  S.  C;  relying  on 
Rickards  v.  Murdock,  10  B.  &  C.  527;  and  Berthon  v.  Loughman,  2  Stark.  R. 
258,  per  Holroyd,  J.  See,  further,  1  Smith,  L.  C.  486 — 492;  Lindenau  v. 
Desborongh,  8  B.  &  C.  586. 

'  5  Q.  B.  731.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  courts  would  sanction  any 
extension  of  the  doctrine  here  propounded. 

*  R.  V.  Wright,  R.  &  R.  456;  R.  'V.  Searle,  1  M.  &  Rob.  75,  per  Park,  J.; 
Fenwick  v.  Bell,  1  C.  &  Kir.  312;  Beckwith  v.  Sydebotham,  1  Camp.  117; 
Collett  V.  Collett,  1  Curt.  687 
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of  the  prisoner,  but  has  simply  heard  the  trial,  cannot  be  broadly 
asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  state  of  the  prisoner's  mind  at  the 
time   of   the   commission   of   the  alleged   crime;  because   such  a 
question    involves   the   determination   of   the  truth  of    the   facts 
deposed  to,  as  -well  as  the  scientific  inference  from  those  facts.' 
Where,  indeed,  the  facts  are  admitted,   or  not  disputed,  and  the 
question  thus  becomes  substantially  one  of  science  only,  it  may  be 
convenient  to  allow  the  question  to  be   put  in  that  general  form 
though  it  cannot  be  insisted  on  as  a  matter  of  right.^    An  objec- 
tion, too,    is  the   less   likely   to   be  taken  to   this  course   under 
ordinary  circumstances,  as  no  practical  benefit  would  result  from 
taking  it;  for  the  counsel  examining  may  always  attain  his  object 
by  putting  the   question   hypothetically ;  that  is,  by  desiring  the 
witness  first  to  assume  such  and  such  facts  to  be  true,  and  then 
to  state  his  opinion  as  to  the  prisoner's  state  of  mind.^     So,  in  an 
action  for  unskilfully  navigating  a  ship,  though  a  Master  of  the 
Trinity  House,  or  other  nautical  witness,  cannot  in  strictness  be 
asked  whether,  after  having  heard  the  evidence,  he  thinks  the  ship 
was  properly  or  improperly  navigated; — for,  in  answering  such  a 
question,  the  witness  would  have  to  draw  a  conclusion  of  fact,  as 
well  as  to  give  his  opinion  upon  it;* — yet  he  may  be  asked  what 
judgment  he  can  form  on  the  subject,  assuming  the  facts  stated 
in   evidence   to   be   true.^     So,  upon  a  question  of  seaworthiness, 
experienced   shipwrights  have   frequently  been   called  to   give  an 
opinion  as  to  whether  a  ship  in  a  state  in  which  the  one  in  ques- 
tion was  sworn  to  be  on  a  certain  day  of  the  voyage,  could  have 
been  seaworthy  when  the  policy  was  effected.^ 


*  M'Naghten's  case,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  200,  211,  212;  1  C.  &  Kir.  135,  136;  8 
Scott,  N.  E.  595,  L.  C.  '  Id. 

'  E.  V.  "Wright,  E.  &  E.  456. 

*  Sills  V.  Brown,  5  C.  &  P.  604,  605,  per  Coleridge,  J.  See,  also,  Jameson  v. 
Drinkald,  12  Moore,  148. 

*  Fenwicki).  Bell,  1  C.  &  Cir.  312,  per  Coltman,  J.;  Malton  v.  Nesbit,  1  C.  & 
P.  72,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.  In  appeals  under  the  Shipping  Ca.saulties  Investiga- 
tions Act,  1879,  42  &  43  V.,  c.  72,  I  2;  the  Court  of  Appeal,  being  advised  by 
nautical  assessors,  will  not  permit  experts  to  be  called  to  give  evidence  on 
questions  of  nautical  knowledge  or  skill.     The  Kestrel,  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  182. 

^  Beckwith  v.  Sydebotham,  1  Camp.  116,  .  117,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ; 
Thornton  D.  Eoy.  Ex.  Ass.  Co.,  Pea.  E.  25,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 
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§  1422.  It  would  seem,  that  in  all  cases  where  skilled  witnesses  J  1279 
are  called  to  pronounce  their  opinions  on  some  scientific  question, 
they  may  refresh  their  memory  by  referring  to  professional 
treatises,'  tables,  calculations,  lists  of  prices  and  the  like.  For  • 
instance,  an  actuary  might  refer  to  "  the  Carlisle  Tables,"  when 
called  upon  to  give  evidence  respecting  the'value  of  an  annuity  on 
joint  lives;'  and  an  architect  might,  it  is  presumed,  refresh  his 
memory  with  any  price  list  of  generally  acknowledged  correctness. 
So,  although  medical  books  are  not  directly  admissible  in  evidence,' 
no  good  reason  can  be  given,  why  a  physician  should  not  be  allowed 
to  strengthen  his  recollection  by  referring  to  such  as  he  considers 
to  be  works  of  authority;  or  why  he  should  not  be  asked,  after 
such  a  reference,  whether  his  judgment  was  or  was  not  thereby 
confirmed.  It  does  not,  however,  appear,  that  this  course  has  ever 
been  directly  .sanctioned;  though  a  medical  witness  has  been 
asked  whether,  in  the  course  of  his  reading,  he  has  not  found  a 
certain  mode  of  treatment  prescribed;  and  he  has  also  been  per- 
mitted, while  explaining  the  grounds  of  his  opinion,  to  state  that 
his  judgment  was  founded  in  part  on  the  writings  of  his  profes- 
sional brethren.* 


§  1423.  In  conformity  with  the  general  rule  which  admits  in  ?  1280 
evidence  the  opinions  of  skilled  witnesses  on  all  subjects  of  science, 
the  existence  and  meaning  of  the  laws,  as  well  written  as  unwritten, 
and  of  the  usages  and  customs  of  Foreign  States,  may,  and  indeed 
must,  be  proved  by  calling  professional  or  official  persons  to  give 
their  opinions  on  the  subject.^  Thus,  in  the  great  case  of  Dalrymple 
V.  Dalrymple,^  where  the  point  for  the  decision  of  the  court  turned 
on  the  state  of  the  Scotch  Marriage  Law,  the  depositions  of  eminent 
Scottish  lawyers  were  given  in  evidence,  and  carefully  sifted  and 


1  See  post,  ?  1423,  ad  fin.     The  Ind.  Ev.  Act,  1872,  §  159,  is  as  follows  :— 
"An  expert  may  refresh  his  memory  by  reference  to  professional  treatises." 

2  Rowley  v.  Lond.  &  N.  "W.  Ey.  Co.,  42  L.  J.,  Ex.  153,  per  Ex.  Ch.;  8  Law 
Eep.,  Ex.  221,  S.  C. 

'  Collier  v.  Simpson,  5  C.  &  P.  74,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 
*  Id.,  73,  per  id. 
6  See  ante,  ?J  5,  9,  48. 

«  2  Hagg.  Cons.  54.     See,  also,  E.  v.  Povey,  22  L.  J.,  M.  C.  19;  Pearce  &  D. 
32;  6  Cox,  83,  S.  C. 
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compared  by  Sir  William  Scott  in  his  admirable  judgment.  It 
seems  to  have  been  thought  at  one  time,  that  all  foreign  written  law 
must  be  proved  by  a  copy  properly  authenticated;'  but  this  doc- 
trine is  now  distinctly  exploded;^  the  House  of  Lords  having  de- 
termined/— in  accordance  with  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,* — that  whenever  foreign  written  law  is  to  be  proved,  that 
proof  cannot  be  taken  from  the  book  of  the  law,  but  must  be 
derived  from  some  skilled  witness  who  describes  the  law.  For 
instance,  if  any  question  were  to  arise  in  a  British  court  of  justice 
respecting  the  existence  or  meaning  of  a  French  law,  it  would  not 
suf&ce  to  produce  the  Code  Napoleon,  because  the  court  would  not 
have  organs  to  deal  with  and  construe  its  provisions;  but  the 
assistance  of  foreign  lawyers,  who  knew  how  to  interpret  it,  must 
of  necessity  be  prayed  in  aid.^     Still,  the  witness  may  refresh  and 

1  R.  u.  Picton,  30  How.  St.  Tr.  491,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Clegg  v.  Levy, 
3  Camp.  166,  per  id.;  Millar  v.  Heinrick,  4  Camp.  155,  per  Gibbs,  C.  J.;  Free-. 
moult  V.  Dedire,  1  P.  Wms.  431 ;  Boehtlinck  v.  Schneider,  3  Esp.  58,  per  Ld. 
Kenyon. 

'  Ld.  Brougham,  in  his  able  sketch  of  Ld;  Stowell,  thus  explains  the  duty 
of  a  judge  in  dealing  with  questions  of  foreign  law: — "It  is  possibly  hyper- 
critical to  remark  one  inaccurate  view  which  pervades  a  portion  of  this  judg- 
ment [in  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple].  Although  the  Scottish  law  was  of  course 
only  matter  of  evidence  before  Sir  W.  Scott,  and  as  such  for  the  most  part 
dealt  with  by  him,  he  yet  allowed  himself  to  examine  the  writings  of  com- 
mentators, and  to  deal  with  them  as  if  he  were  a  Scottish  lawyer.  Now, 
■  strictly  speaking,  he  could  not  look  at  those  text-writers,  nor  even  at  the 
decisions  of  judges,  except  only  so  far  as  they  had  been  referred  to  by  the 
witnesses,  the  skilful  persons,  the  Scottish  lawyers,  whose  testimony  alone 
he  was  entitled  to  consider.  For  Viey  alone  could  deal  with  either  dicta  of 
text-writers  or  decisions  of  courts.  He  had  no  means  of  approaching  such 
things,  nor  could  avoid  falling  into  errors  when  he  lendeavoured  to  understand 
their  meaning,  and  still  more  when  he  attempted  to  weigh  them  and  to  com- 
pare them  together.  This  at  least  is  the  strict  view  of  the  matter,  and  in 
many  cases  the  fact  would  bear  it  out.  Thus  we  constantly  see  gross  errors 
committed  by  Scottish  and  French  lawyers  of  eminence,  when  they  think 
they  can  apply  an  English  authority.  But  in  the  case  to  which  we  are  re- 
ferring, the  learned  judge  certainly  dgalt  as  happily,  and  as  safely,  and  as 
successfully,  with  the  authorities,  as  with  the  conflicting  testimonies  which 
it  was  his  more  proper  province  to  sift  and  to  compare."  Statesmen  of  the 
Time  of  G.  3,  2nd  Ser.  76. 
•  '  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  85,  114—117. 

*  Baron  de  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  208,  250—267. 

"  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  115,  per  Ld.  Brougham.     See,  also,  Ld.  Nelson 
V.  Ld.  Bridport,  8  Beav.  527,  where  this  subject  is  very  ably  treated  by  Ld. 
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confirm  his  reoolleotion  of  the  law,  or  assist  his  own  knowledge,  by 
referring  to  text-books,  decisions,  statutes,  codes,  or  other  legal 
documents,  or  authorities;  and  if  he  describes  these  works  as  truly 
stating  the  law,  they  may  be  read,  not  as  evidence  per  se,  but  as 
part  and  parcel  of  his  testimony.' 

§  1424.  The  principles  which  should  govern  our  courts  in  the  §  1280a 
construction  of  foreign  documents  were  much  discussed  in  the  case 
of  the  Duchess  di  Sora  v.  Phillipps.^  The  question  there  turned  on 
the  meaning  of  a  preliminary  marriage  contract  which  had  been 
drawn  up  in  the  Italian  language  and  executed  at  Rome;  and  the 
House  of  Lords  held  that,  before  the  judge  could  discover  and 
declare  that  meaning,  he  should  obtain,  through  the  medium  of 
skilled  witnesses,  first,  a  translation  of  the  document;  secondly,  an 
explanation  of  any  terms  of  art  used  in  it;  and,  thirdly,  informa- 
tion on  any  special  law,  or  on  any  peculiar  rule  of  construction, 
of   the   foreign  ,  State   afPecting   it.     Aided   by   these   lights,   the  , 

court  would  then  proceed  to  put  a  judicial  construction  upon  the 
instrument. 

§  1425.  In  order  to  render  a  witness  competent  to  give  evidence  J  1281 
on  a  point  of  foreign  law,  he  must  either  be  a  professional  man 
belonging  to  the  country  whose  laws  are  in  question,  or  at  least  he 
must  hold  some  official  situation,  Yfhich.  presumes,  because  it  requires, 
sufficient  knowledge.^  Thus,- a  judge,  an  advocate,  a  barrister,  or 
a  solicitor,  will  be  an  admissible  witness  to  prove  the  laws  of  his 
own  country ;  and  an  attorney-general,  though  not  a  barrister,  as  is 
occasionally  the  case  in  some  of  our  colonies,  may  be  examined  as 
a  person  peritus  virtute  offi/sii.*  So,  a  Roman  Catholic  bishop, 
holding  the  office  of  coadjutor  to  a  vicar  apostolic  in  thia  country. 


Langdale,  M.  R.     See,  too,  Cocks  u.  Purday,  2  C.  &  Kir.  269;  and  Bremer  v. 
Freeman,  10  Moo.,  P.  C.  E.  306.  « 

'  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  114—117;  Ld.  Nelson  v.  Ld.  Bridport,  8  Beav. 
527. 

2  2  New  R.  553;  10  H.  of  L.  Cas.  624;  33  L.  J.,  Ch.  129,  S.  C.     See  Tlie 
Stearine,  &c.,  Co.,  v.  Heintzmann,  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  60. 

»  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  134. 

*  Id.  124,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  R.  v.  Picton,  40  How.  St.  Tr.  509—512;  Ward 
V.  Dey,  7  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  96,  101—106. 
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has,  in  virtue  of  that  office,  been  considered  as  a  person  skilled  in 
the  matrimonial  law  of  Eome,  and  therefore  an  admissible  witness 
to  prove  that  law.'  But  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  where  the 
first  marriage  ceremony  had  been  performed  in  Scotland  by  a 
Boman  Catholic  priest,  such  priest  was  not  allowed  to  give  evidence 
respecting  the  Scottish  law  of  marriage.^  Whether  a  French  vice- 
consul  here  would  be  allowed  to  prove  the  law  of  France  as  a  person 
officially  skilled,  may  admit  of  some  doubt,  though  on  one  occasion 
the  testimony  of  such  a  person  was  admitted  by  Lord  Tenterden,' 
and  on  another  occasion  the  Probate  Division  of  the  High  Court  has 
allowed  Persian  law  to  be  proved  by  a  Persian  embassador.'  Be 
this  as  it  may,  the  law  of  a  foreign  country  cannot  be  proved  even 
by  a  jurisconsult,  if  his  knowledge  of  it  be  derived  solely  from  his 
having  studied  it  at  a  university  in  another  country.*  Neither, 
as  it  seems,  can  a  merchant  or  other  person,  who  holds  no  official 
situation,  and  who  is  unconnected  with  the  legal  profession,  be 
heard  to  expound  the  law,  though  the  judge  may  be  satisfied  that  he 
really  possesses  ample  knowledge  on  the  subject.*  If  the  question, 
however,  relates  to  a  foreign  custom  or  usage,  any  witness  will  be 
admissible  who  is  acquainted  with  the  fact;'  and,  therefore,  a 
London  hotel-keeper,  who  was  formerly  amerchant  and  stockbroker 
at  Brussels,  has  been  permitted  to  prove  the  mercantile  usage  in 
Belgium,  with  respect  to  the  presentment  of  a  promissory  note  that 
was  made  payable  in  a  particular  place.' 

§  1426.  The  question  how  far  a  party  is  at  liberty  to  discredit^.  ^,.1282: 


1  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  84,  117—124. 

^  E.  V.  Savage,  13  Cox,  178,  per  Lush,  J. 

'  Lacon  v.  Higgins,  3  Stark.  R.  178 ;  D.  &  R,  N.  P.  C.  38,  S.  C. 

*  Dost  Aly  Khan,  in  goods  of,  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  6. 

5  Bristow  V.  Sequeville,  5  Ex.  E.  275 ;  3  C.  &  Kir.  64,  S.  C,  nom.  Bristow 
V.  De  Secqueville :  Bonelli,  re,  L.  E.,  1  P.  D.  69  ;  45  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  42, 
S.  C. 

"  Per  Ld.  Lyndhurst,  C,  stating  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  judges  and 
the  Lords,  in  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  134,  and  overruling  E.  v.  Dent,  1  C. 
&  Kir.  97. 

'  Ganer  v.  Lanesborough,  1  Pea.  E,  18;  explained  by  Ld.  Lyndhurst,  C, 
in  Sussex  Peer.,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  124.  See  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1  Cowp.  174,  per 
Ld.  Mansfield  ;  Feaubert  v.  Turst,  Prec.  Ch.  207. 

*  Vander  Donckt  v.  Thellusson,  8  Com.  B.  812. 
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his  own  witness,  is  one  which  for  years  was  agitated  in  Westminster 
Hall,'  and  which  at  length  was  settled  by  the  Legislature.  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,^  contains,  in  §  22,  the  follow- 
ing salutary,  though  ill-drawn,'  enactment  on  this  subject: — "  A 
party  producing  a  witness  shall  not  be  allowed  to  impeach  his  credit 
by  general  evidence  of  bad  character,  but  he  may,  in  case  the 
witness  shall  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge  prove  adverse,"— ^that  is, 
'  hostile,'  as  contra-distinguished  from  being  merely  '  unfavourable,'* 
— "  contradict  him  by  other  evidence,  or,  by  leave  of  the  judge,'' 
prove  that  he  has  made  at  other  times  a  statement  inconsistent  with 
his  present  testimony;  °  but  before  such  last-mentioned  proof  can 
be  given,  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed  statement,  suf&cient 
to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be  mentioned  to  the 
witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made  such 
statement." ' 

1  See  1st  Ed.  of  this  "Work,  U  1044—1049.  i 

»  17  &  18  v.,  c.  125. 

'  Greenough  v.  Eccles,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  164,  per  Cockburn,  C.  J. ;  5  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  806,  S.  C. 

*  Greenough  v.  Eccles,  5  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  786  ;  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.  160,  S.  C,  per 
Williams  and  Wllles  Js. :  dubit.  Cockburn,  C.  J.  In  Dear  i\  Knight,  1  Post. 
&  Fin.  433,  Erie,  J.,  appears  to  have  regarded  a  witness  as  "adverse,"  simply 
because  he  made  a  statement  contrary  to  what  he  was  called  to  prove.  See, 
also,  Pound  v.  Wilson,  4  Post.  &  Fin.  301,  per  id. 

*  See  Faulkner  v.  Brine,  1  Fost.  &  Fin.  254. 

'  See  Eeed  v.  King,  30  Law  Times,  290,  Ex. ;  Jackson  v.  Thomason,  31  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  11 ;  1  B.  &  S.  745,  S.  C;  Coles  v.  Coles  and  Brown,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &'Mat. 
40  ;  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  70,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Eyberg  v.  Ryberg,  32  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  112,  where  Sir  C.  Cresswell  amd  the  counsel  on  both  sides  appear  to 
have  ignored  the  existence  of  the  enactment  under  discussion. 

'  This  enactment  is  borrowed  in  great  part  from  H  1845,  1848,  of  the  N. 
York  Civ.  Code,  under  which  sections,  "The  party  producing  a  witness  is  not 
allowed  to  impeach  his  credit  by  evidence  of  bad  character,  but  he  may  con- 
tradict him  by  other  evidence,  and  may  also  show  that  he  has  made  at  other 
times  statements  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony  ;  but  before  this  can 
be  done,  the  statements  must  be  related  to  him,  with  the  circumstances  of 
times,  places,  and  persons  present ;  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  he  has 
made  such  statements,  and  if  so,  allowed  to  explain  them.  If  the  statements 
be  in  writing  they  must  be  shown  to  the  witness  before  any  question  is  put 
to  him  concerning  them."  The  Scotch  laAv  on  this  subject  is  defined  by  the 
Act  of  15  &  16  v.,  c.  27,  which  in  ?  3  enacts,  that  "  it  .shall  be  competent  to 
examine  any  witness  who  may  be  adduced  in  any  action  or  proceeding,  as 
to  whether  he  has  on  any  specified  occasion  made  a  statement  on  any  matter 
pertinent  to  the  issue,  different  from  the  evidence  given  by  him  in  such  action 
or  proceeding  ;  and  it  shall  be  competent  in  the  course  of  such  action  or  pro- 
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§  1427.  This  enactment  has  been  extended,  by  subsequent  j  i283 
piecemeal  legislation,'  "  to  all  courts  of  judicature,  as  well  criminaP 
as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law,  or  by  consent  of 
parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,"  whether 
in  England  or  in  Ireland.  It  therefore  applies  to  all  the  Divisions 
of  the  High  Court  in  either  country,  and  to  examinations  conducted 
by  an  examiner  of  those  courts  respectively.  Since  the  examiner, 
however,  has  no  power  to  determine  questions  as  to  the  relevancy  or 
adverse  nature  of  the  evidence  of  a  witness,  or,  in  other  respects,  to 
act  as  a  judge,  he  cannot  himself  give  leave  under  the  Act  to  pro- 
duce counter  evidence;  but  a  special  application  for  that  purpose 
must  be  made  to  the  court.'  When  an  examiner  has  reason  to 
believe  that  a  party  will  seek  to  avail  himself  of  the  statutory  power 
of  discrediting  his  own  witness,  he  should  take  down  the  particular 
questions,  as  well  as  the  answers  upon  which  counter  evidence  may 
be  required.* 


§  1428.  When  a  witness  has  been  called  by  one  party,  the  i  1285 
other  party,  as  soon  as  the  examination  in  chief  is  closed,  has  a 
right  to  cross-examine  him.  The  exercise  of  this  right  is  justly 
regarded  as  one  of  the  most  efficacious  tests,  which  the  law  has 
devised  for  the  discovery  of  truth.  By  means  of  it,  the  situation 
of  the  witness  with  respect  to  the  parties  and  to  the  subject  of 
litigation,  his  interest,  his  motives,  his  inclination  and  prejudices, 
his  character,  his  means  of  obtaining  a  correct  and  certain  know- 
ledge of  the  facts  to  which  he  bears  testimony,  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  used  those  means,  his  powers  of  discernment, 
memory,  and  description,  are  all  fully  investigated  and  ascertained, 
and  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  who  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  observing  his  demeanor,  and  of  determining  the  just  value 
of  his  testimony.  It  is  not  easy  for  a  witness,  subjected  to  this  test, 
to  impose  on  a  court  or  jury;  for,  however  artful  the  fabrication  of 


ceeding  to  adduce  evidence,  to  prove  that  such  witness  has  made  such  different 
statement  on  the  occasion  specified." 

>  17  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  g  103;  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  U  25,  98,   Ir.;   28  &  29  V., 
6.  18,  U  1,  3. 

'  See  E.  V.  Little,  15  Cox,  319. 

"  Buckley  v.  Cooke,  1  Kay  &  J.  29,  per  Wood,  V.-C.  *  Id. 
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falsehood  may  be,  it  cannot  embrace  all  the  circumstances,  to  which 
a  cross-examination  may  be  extended.' 

'  St.  Ev.  186.  On  the  subject  of  examiuing  and  cross-examining  -witnesses 
riva  voce,  Quintilian  gives  the  following  instructions: — "Primum  est,  ndsse 
teatem.  Nam  timidus  terreri,  stultus  decipi,  iracundus  concitari,  ambitiosns 
inflari,  longus  protrahi  potest:  prudens  vero  et  constans,  vel  tanquam  inimicus 
et  pervicax,  dimittendus  statim,  vel  non  interrogatione,  sed  brevi  interlocutione 
patroni,  refutandus  est;  aut  aliquo,  si  continget,  urbane  dicto  refrigerandus ; 
aut,  si  quid  in  ejus  vitam  dici  poterit,  infamia  criminum  destruendus.  Probos 
quosdam  et  verecundos  non  aspere  incessere  profuit;  nam  sajpe,  qui  adversus 
insectantem  pugntesent,  modestiS  mitigantur,  Omnis  autem  interrogatio,  ant 
in  cnusd  est,  aut  extra  causam.  In  eimsd  (sicut  accusatori  prsecepimus, )  patronus 
quoque  altius,  unde  nihil  suspectisit,  repetitfi  percontatione,  priora  sequentibus 
applicando,  ssepe  eo  perducit  homines,  ut  invitis,  quod  prosit,  extroqueat. 
Ejus  rei,  sine  dubio,  nee  disciplina  ulla  in  scholis,  nee  exercitatio  traditur;  et 
natural!  magis  acumine,  aut  usu  contingit  haec  virtus.  *  *  Extra  causam 
buoque  multa,  quae  prosint,  rogari  soleut,  de  vita  testium  aliorum,  de  sufi, 
quisque,  si  turpitudo,  si  hnmilitas,  si  amicitia  accusatoris,  si  inimicitise  cum 
roe,  in  quibus  aut  dicant  aliquid,  quod  prosit,  aut  in  mendacio  vel  cupiditate 
Isedendi  deprehendantur.  Sed  in  primis  interrogatio  debet  esse  eireumspecta; 
quia  multa  contra  patronos  ventiste  testis  ssepe  respondet,  eique  pracipue 
vulgo  favetur;  turn  verbis  quam  maxime  ex  medio  sumptis;  ut  qui  rogatur 
(is  autem  ssepius  imperitus)  intelligat,  aut  ne  intelligere  se  ueget,  quod  inter- 
rogantis  non  leve  frigus  est."  Quintil.  Inst.  Orat.  lib.  5,  c.  7.  Mr.  Alison 
observes  on  the  same  subject, — "  It  is  often  a  convenient  Way  of  examining, 
to  ask  a  witness,  whether  such  a  thing  was  said  or  done,  because  the  thing 
mentioned  aids  his  recollection,  and  brings  him  to  that  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ing on  which  it  is  desired  that  he  should  dilate.  But  this  is  not  always  fair; 
and  when  any  subject  is  approached,  on  which  his  evidence  is  expected  to  be 
really  important,  the  proper  course  is  to  ask  him  what  was  done,  or  what 
was  said,  or  to  tell  his  own  story.  In  this  way,  also,  if  the  witness  is  at  all 
intelligent,  a  more  consistent  and  intelligible  statement  will  generally  be  got, 
than  by  putting  separate  questions;  for  the  witnesses  generally  think  over 
the  subjects  on  which  they  are  to  be  examined  in  criminal  cases  so  often,  or 
they  have  narrated  them  so  frequently  to  others,  that  they  go  on  much  more 
fluently  and  distinctly,  when  allowed  to  follow  the  current  of  their  own  ideas, 
than  when  they  are  at  every  moment  interrupted  or  diverted  bv  the  examining 
counsel.  Where  a  witness  is  evidently  prevaricating  or  concealing  the  truth, 
it  is  seldom  by  intimidation  or  sternness  of  manner,  that  he  can  be  brought^ 
at  least  in  this  country,  to  let  out  the  truth.  Such  measures  may  sometimes 
terrify  a  timid  witness  into  a  true  confession;  but  in  general  they  only  con- 
firm a  hardened  one  in  his  falsehood,  and  give  him  time  to  consider  how 
seeming  contradictions  may  be  reconciled.  The  most  effectual  method  is  to 
examine  rapidly  and  minutely,  as  to  a  number  of  subordinate  and  apparently 
trivial  points  in  his  evidence,  concerning  which  there  is  little  likelihood  of 
his  being  prepared  with  falsehood  ready  made;  and  where  such  a  course  of 
interrogation  is  skilfully  laid,  it  is  rarely  that  it  fails  in  exposing  perjury  or 
contradiction  m  some  parts  of  the  testimony,  which  it- is  desited  to  overturn 
It  frequently  happens  that,  in  the  course  of  such  rapid  examination  facts 
most  material  to  the  cause  are  elicited,  which  were  either  denied,  or  but  par- 
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§  1429.  Such  being  the  importance  which  is  properly  attached  J  1286 
to  the  right  of  cross-examination,  it  is  not  surprising  that  ques- 
tions should  occasionally  arise,  as  to  whether  the  witness  has 
been  so  called  by  the  one  party  as  to  entitle  the  other  party  to 
exercise  this  right.  And  here  it  is  clear,  that  if  the  witness  be 
called  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
producing  a  document,  which  either  requires  no  proof,  or  is  to  be 
identiiied  by  another  witness,  he  need  not  be  sworn,  and  if 
unsworn,  he  cannot  be  cross-examined.'  So,  if  a  witness  be 
sworn  under  a  mistake,  whether  on  the  part  of  counsel  or  of  the 
officer  of  the  court,  and  that  mistake  be  discovered  before  the 
examination  in  chief  has  substantially  begun,  no  cross-examina 
tion  will  be  allowed.^  Neither  has  the  adverse  party  any  right  to 
cross-examine   a  witness,  whose  examination  in   chief    has   been 

tially  admitted  before.  In  such  cases,  there  is  no  good  ground,  on  which 
the  facts  thus  reluctantly  extorted,  or  which  have  escaped  the  witness  in  an 
unguarded  moment,  can  be  laid  aside  by  the  jury.  Without  doubt  they  come 
tainted  from  the  polluted  channel  through  which  they  are  adduced;  but  still 
it  is  generally  easy  to  distinguish  what  is  true  in  such  depositions  from  what 
is  false,  because  the  first  is  studiously  withheld,  and  the  second  is  as  carefully 
put  forth;  and  it  frequently  happens,  that  in  this  way  the  most  important 
testimony  in  a  case  is  extracted  from  the  most  unwilling  witness,  which  only 
comes  with  the  more  effect  to  an  intelligent  jury,  because  it  has  emerged  by 
the  force  of  examination  in  opposition  to  an  obvious  desire  to  conceal. ' ' 
Alison,  Pract.  of  Cr.  L.  546,  547.  See,  also,  Evans  on  Cross-exon.  in  his 
Append,  to  Poth.  Obi.,  No.  16,  Vol.  2,  pp.  233, 234.  Lord  Bacqn,  in  his  Essay 
on  Cunning,  shrewdly  observes, — "A  sudden,  bold,  and  unexpected  question 
doth  many  times  surprise  a  man',  and  lay  him  open.  Like  to  him  that,  having 
changed  his  name,  and  walking  in  Paul's,  another  suddenly  came  behind  him 
and  called  him  by  his  true  name,  whereat  straightways  he  looked  back. ' '  This 
"dodge"  has  been  successfully  practised  on  a  deserter,  who,— after  solemnly  ' 

asserting  that  he  had  never  been  a  soldier,— betrayed  his  falsehood  by  obey- 
ing a  sudden  word  of  command  to  "stand  at  ease  !"  The  late  Ld.  Abinger, 
whose  powers  as  a  cross-examining  counsel  were  unrivalled,  was  fond  of 
giving  his  juniors  this  advice, — "Never  drive  out  two  tacks  by  trying  to 
hammer  in  a  nail."  Had  Sir  J;  Coleridge,  Att.-Gen.,  remembered  that  axiom 
in  the  Tichborne  cause,  the  criticisms  on  his  cross-examination  of  the  claimant 
would  have  been  less  severe,  or  at  least  less  merited. 

1  Summers  v.  Moseley,  2  C.  &  M.  477 ;  4  Tyr.  158,  S.  C. ;  Perry  v.  Gibson, 
1  A.  &  E.  48;  3  N.  &  M.  462,  S.  C;  Rush  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  94;  Davis 
V.  Dale,  M.  &  M.  514;  4  C.  &  P.  335,  S.  C;  R.  v.  Murlis,  M.  &  M.  515; 
Simpson  v.  Smith,  2  Ph.  Ev.  397;  Griffith  v.  Ricketts,  7  Hare,  300. 

*  Wood  V.  Mackinson,  2  M.  &  Rob.  273,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  Clifford  v. 
Hunter,  3  C.  &  P.  16,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Rush  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  94; 
Reed  v.  James,  1  Stark.  R.  132,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 
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stopped  by  the  judge,  after  his  having  answered  a  merely  imma- 
terial question.'  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  by  no  means 
necessary  that  the  witness  should  have  been  actually, examined  in 
chief;  for  if  he  has  been  intentionally  called  and  sworn,  and  is 
moreover  a  competent  witness,  the  opposite  party  has,  in  strictness, 
a  right  to  cross-examine  him,  though  the  party  calling  him  has  de- 
clined to  ask  a  single  question.^  Where  witnesses  are  simply  called 
to  speak  to  the  character  of  a  prisoner,  it  is  not  usual  to  cross- 
examine  them,  excepting  under  special  circumstances; '  but  no  rule 
of  law  expressly  forbids  this  course.  Where  any  person,  whether 
he  be  a  party  to  the  proceedings  or  not,  has  made  an  affidavit,  which 
has  been  filed  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  before  the  court,  he 
becomes  liable  to  cross-examination,  and  he  cannot  be  exempted 
from  such  liability  by  the  subsequent  withdrawal  of  the  affidavit.* 

§  1430.  In  criminal  cases,  although  the  prosecutor  is  not  bound  I  1287 
to  call  every  witness  whose  name  is  indorsed  on  the-  indictment,^ 
he  usually  does  so;  and  even  if  he  declines  to  call  any  such 
witness,  he  should  at  least  have  him  in  court,  so  that  he  may  be 
called  for  the  defence,  if  wanted  for  tha,t  purpose.*  The  judge, 
too,  in  his  discretion,  will  sometimes  call  any  witnesses  that  have 
been  omitted,  in  order  to  give  the  prisoner's  counsel  an  oppor- 
tunity to  cross-examine  them.'  This  rule  applies  to  misdemeanors 
as  well  as  to  felonies,*  and  includes  every  witness  who  has  been 
sworn  with  the  view  of  going  before  the  grand  jury,  though  he 
may  not  have  been  actually  examined  by  that  body."     Indeed,  in 

^  Creevy  v.  Carr,  7  C.  &  P.  64,  per  Gurney,  B. 

^  R.  V.  Brooke,  2  Stark.  R.  472,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Phillips  v.  Eames,  1 
Esp.  357,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Eeed  v.  James,  1  Stark.  E.  132;  Wood  v.  Mackin- 
son,  2  M.  &  Rob.  275,  276.  The  same  rule  prevails  in  the  Eccles.  Courts; 
Newton  v.  Eicketts,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  35. 

3  R.  V.  Hodgkiss,  7  C.  &  P.  298,  per  Alderson,  B. 

*  Re  Quartz  Hill  Co.,  ex.  p.  Young,  L.  R.,  21  Ch.  D.  642,  per  Ct.  of  App.; 
51  L.  J.,  Ch.  940,  S.  C.  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVIII.,  R.  28,  cited 
ante,  §  1396a. 

5  R.  V.  Woodhead.  2  C.  &  Kir.  520,  by  all  the  judges;  E.  v.  Flatley,  Ir. 
Cir.  R.  445,  per  Pennefather,  B. 

«  R.  V.  Woodhead,  2  C.  &  Kir.  520;  R.  v.  Cassidy,  1  Fost.  &  Fin.  79. 

'  R.  V.  Simmonds,  1  C.  &  P.  84,  per  HuUock,  B.;  E.  v.  Whitbread,  id.  n.; 
E.  V.  Taylor,  id.  n.;  R.  v.  Beezley,  4  C.  &  P.  220;  E.  v.  Bull,  9  C.  &  P.  22. 

"  R.  V.  Vincent,  9  C.  &  P.  91,  per  Alderson,  B. 

^  E.  V.  Bodle,  6  C.  &  P.  186,  per  Gaselee,  J.,  and  Vaughan,  B. 
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serious  cases,  the  court  will  sometimes,  for  the  furtherance  of 
justice,  direct  persons  to  be  called  as  witnesses,  though  their 
names  do  not  appear  on  the  back  of  the  indictment,  provided 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  they  are  acquainted  with  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  are  consequently  capable  of  giving 
material  evidence.'  Where  a  witness  is  thus  called  at  the  instance 
of  the  prisoner,  and  no  question  is  put  to  him  on  behalf  of  the 
prosecution,  he  becomes  the  prisoner's  witness,^  and  the  prisoner's 
counsel,  though  still  permitted  to  put  questions  in  the  nature  of 
a  cross-examination,  cannot  call  witnesses  to  contradict  his  state- 
ment.' Neither,  in  such  a  case,  can  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution ask  any  question  on  re-examination,  which  does  not  arise 
out  of  the  cross-examination  ;  *  and,  perhaps,  if  he  has  refused 
,  to  call  the  witness,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  re-examine  him  at 
all."  When  two  or  more  persons  are  tried  on  the  same  indict- 
ment and  are  separately  defended,  any  witness  called  by  one  of 
them  may  be  cross-examined  on  behalf  of  the  others,  if  he  gives 
any  testimony  tending  to  criminate  them.°  The  counsel,  too,  for 
the  other  prisoners  are  entitled  in  such  a  case  to  reply  upon  his 
evidence.' 

§  1431.  With  respect  to  the  mode  of  conducting  a  cross-exami-    §  1288 
nation,  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  that  leading  questions  may  in 
general  be  asked  ;^  but  this  does  not  mean  that  the  counsel  may 
go  the  length  of  putting  the  very  words  into  the  mouth  of  the 

^  R.  V.  Holden,  8  C,  &  P.  609,  610,  per  Patteson,  J.  See,  also,  R.  v.  Chap- 
man, 8  C.  &  P.  558,  and  R.  v.  Orchard,  id.  559,  n. ;  R.  v.  Stroner,  1  C.  &  Kir. 
650,  per  Pollock,  C.  B. 

2  R.  V.  Woodhead,  2  C.  &  Kir.  520. 

'  R.  V.  Bodle,  6  C.  &  P.  187,  per  Gaselee,  J. 

*  R.  V.  Beezley,  4  C.  &  P.  220,  per  Llttledale,  J. 

5  R.  V.  Harris,  7  C.  &  P.  581. 

«  R.  V.  Burdett,  Pearce  &  D.  431;  6  Cox,  458,  S.  C.  So,  in  Lord  v.  Colvin, 
3  Drew.  222,  Kindersley,  V.-C,  after  consulting  all  the  equity  judges,  held 
that,  before  an  examiner  in  chancery,  one  defendant  might  cross-examine 
another  defendant's  witness. 

'  R.  V.  Burdett,  Pearce  &  D.  431 ;  6  Cox,  458,  S.  C. 

'  In  Scotland  leading  questions  used  not  to  be  allowed  in  the  cross-examina- 
tion, any  more  than  in  the  examination  in  chief;  Burnet,  Cr.  L.,  c.  18,  p.  465; 
24  How.  St.  Tr.  660,  n.  But  the  modern  practice  of  the  Scottish  courts  on 
this  point  is  similar  to  our  own;  2  Dickson,  Ev.  988. 
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witness,  which  he  is  to  echo  back  again  ; '  neither  does  it 
sanction  the  putting  of  a  question,  assuming  that  facts  have  been 
proved  which  have  not  been  proved,  or  that  particular  answers 
have  been  given  contrary  to  the  fact.^  The  rule  ought  also  to 
receive  some  further  qualification,  where  the  witness  is  evidently 
hostile  to  the  party  calling  him;  for  although  it  appears  in  one 
case  to  have  been  laid  down,  that  leading  questions  may  always  be 
put  in  cross-examination,  whether  a  witness  be  unwilling  or  not,' 
some  restriction  should  surely  be  imposed,  where  the  witness 
betrays  a  vehement  desire  to  serve  the  cross-examining  party.  It 
is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  party,  who  originally  called  the 
witness,  has  brought  the  evil  on  bis  own  head;  for  a  fraudulent 
witness  might  purposely  conceal  his  bias  in  favour  of  one  party, 
and  thus  induce  the  other  to  call  him ;  or  he  might  be  an  attesting 
witness,  or  other  person  whom  it  was  necessary  to  examine  in 
order  to  establish  some  technical  part  of  the  case.  To  allow 
such  a  witness  to  have  the  most  favourable  answers  suggested  to 
him  through  the  medium  of  leading  questions,  would  be  obviously 
unjust;  though,  no  doubt,  this  special  evil  is  now  capable  of  being 
materially  mitigated,  whether  at  Nisi  Prius,*  or  in  the  criminal 
courts,*  by  the  rule  which  entitles  the  counsel,  who  opens  the  case 
on  either  side,  to  sum  up  the  evidence,  and  to  point  out  the  un- 
satisfactory nature  of  any  testimony  thus  procured.  In  America, 
the  judge,  in  his  discretion,  may  prohibit  leading  questions  from 
being  put  to  an  adversary's  witness,  who  shows  a  strong  interest 


'  E.  V.  Hardy,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  659,  755. 

'  Hill  V.  Coombe,  and  Handley  v.  "Ward,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  cited  1  St.  Ev. 
188,  n.  ». 

'  Parkin  v.  Moon,  7  C.  &  P.  409,  per  Alderson,  B. 

'  See  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.;  1883,  Ord.  XXXVI.,  E.  36,  which  is  as  follows:— 
"  Upon  a  trial  with  a  jury,  the  addresses  to  the  jury  shall  be  regulated  as 
follows:  the  party  who  begins,  or  his  counsel,  shall  be  allowed  at  the  close 
of  his  case,  if  his  opponent  does  not  announce  any  intention  to  adduce 
evidence,  to  address  the  jury  a  second  time  for  the  purpose  of  summing 
up  the  evidence,  and  the  opposite  party,  or  his  counsel,  shall  be.  allowed  to 
open  his  case,  and  also  to  sum  up  the  evidence,  if  any,  and  the  right  to 
reply  shall  be  the  same  as  heretofore."  The  law  in  Ireland  is  somewhat 
similar;  see  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  §  21.  See,  also,  Hodges  v.  Ancrum,  11  Ex. 
R.  214.  This  practice  does  not  apply  to  the  County  Courts;  Dymoch  v. 
Watkins,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  451. 

5  38  &  29  v.,  c.  18,  s.  2. 
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or  bias  in  favour   of   the  cross-examining  party,   and  needs  only 
an  intimation  to  say  whatever  is  most  favourable  to  his  cause." 


§  1432.  On  one  point  connected  with  the  subject  of  cross-  J  1289 
examination,  the  American  practice  differs  widely  from  that  which 
obtains  in  this  country.  Here,  and  in  Ireland,  the  cross-examina- 
tion is  not  limited  to  the  matters  upon  which  the  witness  has 
already  been  examined  in  chief,  but  extends  to  the  whole  case;^ 
and  therefore,  if  a  plaintiff  calls  a  witness  to  prove  the  simplest 
fact  connected  with  his  case,  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  cross- 
examine  him  on  every  issue,  and  by  putting  leading  questions  to 
establish,  if  he  can,  his  entire  defence.'  So  far  has  this  doctrine 
been  carried,  that,  even  where  it  was  requisite  that  the  substantial, 
though  not  the  nominal,  party  in  the  cause  should  be  called  by 
his  adversary,  for  the  sake  of  formal  proof  only,  it  was  held,  that 
he  was  thereby  made  a  witness  for  all  purposes,  and  might  be 
cross-examined  as  to  the  whole  case.*  In  America,  however,  the 
Supreme  Court  has  determined  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  cross- 
examine  any  witness,  except  as  to  circumstances  connected  with 
matters  stated  in  his  direct  examination;  and  that,  if  he  wishes  to 
examine  him  respecting  other  matters,  he  must  do  so  by  making 
him  his  own  witness,  and  by  calling  him,  as  such,  in  the  subse- 
quent progress  of  the  cause.  ^ 


'  Moody  V.  Eowell,  17  Pick.  498. 

^  May  &  Corp.  of  Berwick-on-Tweed  v.  Murray,  19  L.  J.,  Ch.  281,  286.  So, 
by  the  Scotch  statute  law,  it  is  now  enacted,  that  "in  any  action,  cause, 
prosecution,  or  other  judicial  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  where  proof 
shall  be  taken,  whether  by  the  judge  or  a  person  acting  as  commissioner,  it 
shall  be  competent  for  the  party,  against  whom  a  witness  is  produced  and 
sworn  in  causd,  to  examine  such  witness,  not  in  cross  only,  but  in  causd,"  3  &  4 
v.,  c.  59,  §  4. 

'  But  see  Re  "Woodfine,  47  L.  X,  Ch.  832,  where  Fry,  J.,  would  not  allow 
the  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  legacy  to  cross-examine  the  plaintiff  respect- 
ing an  independent  counterclaim,  but  directed  him  to  recall  the  plaintiff  as 
his  own  witness.     Sed  qu. 

*  Morgan  v.  Brydges,  2  Stark.  R.  314,  per  Abbott,  J. ;  R.  v.  Murphy,  1  Arm. 
M.  &  O.  206,  per  Penuefather,  C.  J. 

*  Philadelphia  &  Trenton  Ry.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  14  Pet.  448,  461.  See,  also, 
Harrison  v.  Rowan,  3  Wash.  580;  EUmaker  v.  Buckley,  16  Serg.  &  R.  77; 
Contra,  Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490,  498. 
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§  1433.'  Whether,  when  a  person  is  once  entitled  to  cross-  §1290 
examine  a  witness,  this  right  continues  through  all  the  subsequent 
stages  of  the  cause,  so  that  if  he  afterwards  recalls  the  same  witness 
to  prove  a  part  of  his  own  case,  he  may  interrogate  him  by  leading 
questions,  and  treat  him  as  the  witness  of  the  party  who  first 
adduced  him,  is  also  a  question  upon  which  different  opinions 
have  been  entertained.  The  general  principle  on  which  this  course 
of  examination  is  permitted,  namely,  that  every  witness  is  sup- 
posed to  be  inclined  most  favourably  towards  the  party  calling  him, 
is  scarcely  applicable  to  a  case  where  a  person  is  equally  the  witness 
of  both  sides;  audit  seems  that,  in  common  fairness,  each  party 
should  alternately  have  the  right  of  cross  examining  such  a  witness 
as  to  his  adversary's  case,  while  both  should  be  precluded,  in  the 
course  of  the  respective  examinations  in  chief,  from  patting  leading 
questions  with  regard  to  their  own.^  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held 
in  Ireland,  that  a  plaintiff  may  cross-examine  any  of  his  own  wit-  • 
nesses,  on  their  being  afterwards  called  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.' 
In  one  English  case,*  however,  Lord  Kenyon  is  reported  to  have 
ruled,  that  a  plaintiff's  witness,  who  was  recalled  by  the  defendant 
to  establish  a  plea  of  tender,  might,  in  such  examination  in  chief, 
have  leading  questions  put  to  him  as  in  an  ordinary  cross-exami- 
nation; but  the  soundness  of  this  decision,  if  cited  in  support  of  a 
general  rule,  may  be  doubted. 

§  1434^  The  rule  which  confines  evidence  to  the  points  in  issue,  s  i291 
and  excludes  all  proof  of  such  collateral  facts  as  afford  no  reason-  ■ 
able  inference  with  respect  to  the  principal  matters  in  dispute,^  is 
not  usually  applied  in  cross-examinations  with  the  same  strictness 
as  in  examinations  in  chief;  but  great  latitude  of  interrogation  is 
sometimes  permitted,  when,  from  the  temper  or  conduct  of  the 
witness,  or  from  other  circumstances,  such  course  seems  essential 
to  the  discovery  of  truth;  or  where  the  cross- examiner  will  under- 


'  Gr.  Ev.  §  447,  as  to  first  nine  lines. 
'  1  St.  Ev.  187;  2  Ph.  Ev.  401. 

'  Malone  v.   Spillessy,    Ir.    Cir.   R.  504,    per  Lefroy,  B.     See,  too,  Lord  v. 
Colvin,  3  Drew.  222,  where  S.  P.  ruled  by  Kindersley,  V.-C. 

*  Dickinson  v.  Shee,  4  Esp.  67.  ^  (j,,  -^^_  ^  449^  ^^  p^j,^._ 

*  Ante,  ?  316,  et  seq. 
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■take  to  show,  at  some  subsequent  stage  of  the  trial,  by  other 
evidence,  the  relevancy  of  the  question  put.'  On  this  head  it  is 
difficult  to  lay  dovra,  or  rather  to  apply,  any  precise  general  rule.^ 
Still,  one  or  two  subsidary  rules  have  been  clearly  established,  and 
a  due  attention  to  these  will  enable  the  practitioner  to  define  with 
tolerable  certainty  the  limits,  within  which  questions  on  cross-ex- 
amination must  be  confined. 


§  1434a.  First,  by  virtue  of  the  Eules  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
1883,  Order  XXXVI.,  E.  38,  a  "judge  may  now  in  all  cases  dis- 
allow any  questions  put  in  cross-examination  of  any  party  or  other 
witness,  which  may  appear  to  him  to  be  vexatious  and  not  relevant 
to  any  matter  proper  to  be  inquired  into  in  the  cause  or  matter." 


§  1435.  Next,  no  question  respecting,  any  fact  irrelevant  to  the  I  1292 
issue  can  be  put  to  a  witness  oil  cross-examination,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit  by  contradicting  him;  and  if  any 
such  question  be  inadvertently  put  and  answered,  the  answer  of 
the  witness  will  be  conclusive.^  For  instance,  it  was  held  prior 
to  the  repeal  of  the  usury  laws,*  that  in  a  penal  action  for  usury, 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  a  contract  made  by  the  defen- 
dant with  a  witness  who  was  called  to  establish  the  offence,  the 
defendant's  counsel  could  not  cross  examine  this  witness  as  to 
other  contracts  made  by  him  with  other  persons  about  the  same 
time,  in  order  to  draw  an  inference  that  the  contracts  were  all  of 
the  same  nature,  if  the  witness  stated  that  the  latter  were  not 
usurious,  and  to  contradict  him  by  extrinsic  proof,  if  he  said  that 
they  were.^  Again,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue,  whether  the  defen- 
dant's manufactory  emitted  smoke  prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff's 
garden,  where  both  parties  had  examined  witnesses  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  works  on  neighbouring  grounds,  a  witness  was  called  by  the 
defendant,  who  described  several  gardens  in  the  neighbourhood  as 
uninjured.     In  cross-examination,  he  was  asked  whether  he  knew 


'  Haigh  V.  Belcher,  7  C.  &  P.  389,  per  Coleridge,  J. 
^  Lawrence  v.  Baker,  5  Wend.  30.5. 

'  See  Baker  v.  Baker,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  145;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  213,  S.  C. 
*  By  17  &  18  v.,  c.  90.  ^  Spenceley  v.  De  Willott,  7  East,  108. 
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Glasgow  field,  and  having  answered  that  he  did,  but  that  "  he 
never  knew  of  any  damage  done  there,"  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  proposed  to  ask  him,  "  Whether  he  had  known  of  any 
sum  having  been  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  proprietors  of 
Glasgow  field,  for  alleged  damage  occasioned  by  the  works  ?"  The 
learned  judge,  however,  refused  to  allow  this  question  to  be  put,  and 
on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the  House  of  Lords  confirmed  the  ruling/ 
Here,  had  the  answer  been  in  the  afiSrmative,  it  would  not  have 
been  evidence,  because  money  paid  to  quiet  a  complaint  can  be  no 
proof  that  the  demand  was  well  founded;  and  even  if  it  were 
evidence  in  favour  of  the  party  receiving  the  money,  it  could  not  be 
evidence  on  behalf  of  a  stranger.  Neither  was  the  question  admis- 
sible in  order  to  test  the  credit  of  the  witness ;  for,  raising,  as  it  did, 
an  irrelevant  inquiry,  the  answer  could  not  have  been  contradicted, 
had  it  been  in  the  negative. 

§  1436.  Thirdly,  with  the  view  of  impeaching  the  character  of  a  §  1293 
witness,  he  may  always  be  asked  on  cross-examination,'' — though, 
as  will  be  presently  seen,  he  is  not  always  compelled  to  answer,^ — 
questions  with  regard  to  alleged  crimes  or  other  improper  conduct 
on  his  part;  and  here,  if  the  fact  inquired  into  be  relevant  to  the 
issue,  it  may  be  proved  by  other  evidence  although  denied  by  the 
witness;  but  if  it  be  irrelevant,  the  answer  of  the  witness,  when 
he  makes  any,  must  be  regarded  as  conclusive;  and  whether  he 
answers  or  not,  no  independent  proof  can  be  given  to  establish 
the  truth  of  the  imputation.* 

§  1434  An  exception*  to  this  last  rule  has  been  recognised  by    a  i294 

'  Tennant  v.  Hamilton,  7  CI.  &  Fin.  122. 

2  Harris  v.  Tippett,  2  Camp.  638,  per  Lawrence,  J. ;  E.  v.  Yewin,  id.  639,  per 
id.;  R.  V.  Edwards,  4  T.  E.  440;  E.  v.  Barnard  and  E.  c.  James,  cited  in  n.,  1 
C.  &.P.  86,  87;  E.  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  E.  149;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  292,  et  seq.,  S. 
C.  The  cases  of  E.  v.  Lewis,  4  Esp.  225;  Macbride  v.  Macbride,  id.  242;  and 
E.  V.  Pitcher,  1  C.  &  P.  85,  where  questions  tending  to  degrade  the  witness 
were  not  allowed  to  be  put,  cannot  now  be  regarded  as  authorities. 

^  Post,  ?  1453,  et  seq. 

•  R.  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  E.  149;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  486—495,  S.  C;  E  v. 
Eudge,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  232,  per  Lawrence,  J.;  Goddard  v.  Parr;  24  L.  J.,  Ch. 
783,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C.  , 

°  See  the  reasons  for  this  exception  as  stated  by  the  Com.  Law  Commiss.,  in 
their  2nd  Eep.  pp.  21,  22. 
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the  Legislature,  and  the  Act  of  28  &  29  V.,  c.  18,  enacts,  in  §  6, 
that  "  a  witness  may  be  questioned  as  to  whether  he  has  been 
convicted  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  and,  upon  being  so  ques- 
tioned, if  he  either  denies  or  does '  not  admit  the  fact,  or  refuses 
to  answer,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  cross-examining  party  to 
prove  such  conviction;"  and  this  too,  although  the  fact  of  such 
conviction  be  altogether  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in  issue  in  the 
cause.'  The  Act  goes  on  to  provide,  that  "  a  certificate  containing 
the  substance  and  effect  only  (omitting  the  formal  part)  of  the 
indictment  and  conviction  for  such  offence,  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the 
records  of  the  court  where  the  offender  was  convicted,  or  by  the 
deputy  of  such  clerk  or  officer,  (for  which  certificate  a  fee  of  five 
shillings  and  no  more  shall  be  demanded  or  taken,)  shall,  upon 
proof  of  the  identity  of  the  person,  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
said  conviction,  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  official  character 
of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same."  ^ 

§  1438.  Fourthly,  with  respect  to  all  questions  put  to  a  witness  j  i2U5 
on  cross-examination  for  the  purpose  of  directly  testing  his  credit, 
it  may  be  broadly  laid  down,  that  if  the  questions  relate  to  rele- 
vant facts,  the  answers  may  be  contradicted  by  independent  evi- 
dence; if  to  irrelevant,  they  cannot.  It  becomes,  then,  necessary 
to  ascertain  what  matters  connected  with  the  witness  are  or  are  not 
relevant;  and  here,  in  addition  to  what  has  been  stated  in  a  former 
chapter,^  it  should  be  observed,  that  inquiries  respecting  the  pre- 
vious conduct  of  the  witness  will  almost  invariably  be  regarded 
as  irrelevant,  provided  such  conduct  be  not  connected  with  the 
cause  or  the  parties.  Therefore,  if  a  witness  be  questioned  on 
cross-examination  respecting  the  commission  of  crimes  by  him  on 

'  Ward  V.  Sinfield,  49  L.  J.,  C.  P.  696.  This  case  was  a  decision  on 
17  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  ?  25,  which  contains  almost  identically  the  same  language 
as  the  section  cited  in  the  text. 

'.  This  enactment  is  extended,  by  ^  1,  to  "all  Courts  of  Judicature,  as  well 
criminal  as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of 
parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive  and  examine  evidence, ' '  whether  in  England 
or  Ireland.  See,  also,  17  &  18  V.,  c.  125,  §?  25,  103;  and  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102, 
??  28,  29,  Ir.  In  New  York,  "  a  witness  must  answer  as  to  the  fact  of  his 
previous  conjjicMon  for  felony."    See  Civ.  Code,  §  1854, 

'  Ante,  ?  335,  et  seq. 
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some  former  occasion,  his  answers,  except  in  the  case  of  an  actual 
conviction,  must  be  taken  as  conclusive.'  This  rule  extends  to 
parties  to  the  record,  when  gtving  testimony,  as  well  as  to  other 
witnesses;  and  therefore,  in  an  action  for  an  indecent  assault, 
where  the  defendant  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf, 
and  denied  the  charge,  the  court  held  that,  although  he  might  be 
cross-examined  with  respect  to  alleged  improprieties  committed  by 
him  towards  other  persons,  these  collateral  imputations  could 
neither  be  disproved  on  the  one  hand,  nor  supported  on  the  other, 
by  independent  evidence.^ 

§  1439.  The  rule  is  founded  on  two  reasons:  first,  that  a  witness  g,  1295 
cannot  be  expected  to  come  prepared  to  defend  all  the  actions  of 
his  life;  and  next,  that  to  admit  contradictory  evidence  on  such 
points  would  of  necessity  lead  to  inextricable  confusion,  by  raising 
an  almost  endless  series  of  collateral  issues.'  The  rejection  of  the 
contradictory  testimony  may  indeed  sometimes  exclude  the  truth; 
l)ut  this  evil,  acknowledged  though  it  be,  is  as  nothing  compared 
with  the  inconveniences  that  must  atiae  were  a  contrary  rule  to 
prevail.*  The  case  of  Alcock  v.  The  Boyal  Exchange  Insurance 
Company^  forms  no  real  exception  to  the  above  rule.  There,  an 
action  was  brought  by  a  shipowner  against  underwriters  on  a  policy 
of  insurance,  and  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss 
rested  on  the  abandonment  of  the  vessel  by  the  captain.  The  cap- 
tain was  called  as  g,  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, denied  that  previous  to  the  voyage  insured  against  he  had 
been  an  habitual  drunkard.  The  defendants  thereupon  called 
'witnesses  to  establish  that  fact,  and  the  court  held  that  their 
evidence  was  clearly  admissible,  as  tending  to  show  that  the 
captain  was  not  likely  to  have  exercised  a  sound  judgment  in 
reference  to  the  abandonment,  and  that,  consequently,  the  judg-' 


'  Goddard  v.  Parr,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  784. 

^  Tolman  &Ux.  v.  Johnstone,  2  Fost.  &  Pin.  66,  per  Oockburn,  C.  J.,  after 
consulting  the  other  judges.  See,  also,  Baker  v.  Baker,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
145;  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  213,  S.  C. 

'  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex.  E.  93,  94,  per  Parke,  B.,  103,  104,  per 
Alderson,  B. 

'  Att.-Gen.  o.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex.  E.  105,  per  Eolfe,  B.  '  13  Q.  B.  292. 
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ment  actually  exercised  by  him  was  not  entitled  to  any  respect  from 
the  jury. 


§  1440.  Whether  questions  respecting  the  motives,  interest,  or  J  1296 
conduct  of  the  witness,  as  connected  with  the  cause,  or  with  either 
of  the  parties,  are  irrelevant,  is  a  point  on  which  the  authorities 
differ.  On  the  one  hand,  it  has  been  held  relevant  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  a  person  charged  with  a  crime,  to  inquire  of  the  wit- 
ness for  the  prosecution,  in  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  not 
expressed  feelings  of  hostility  towards  the  prisoner;'  and  the  like 
inquiry  has  been  made  in  a  civil  action.^  So,  also,  in  an  action 
upon  a  promissory  note,  the  execution  of  which  was  disputed, 
it  was  held  material  to  ask  the  subscribing  witness,  whether  she  was 
not  the  plaintiff's  kept  mistress.'  In  all  these  cases,  the  witness 
under  cross-examination  denied  the  fact  imputed,  and  was  exposed 
to  contradiction  by  other  witnesses.  So,  on  an  indictment  for 
rape,  or  for  an  attempt  to  commit  that  crime,  it  seems  that  the 
prosecutrix  may,  on  cross-examination,  be  asked  whether  she  had 
not  on  former  occasions  consented  to  the  prisoner's  embraces; 
and  if  she  denies  that  fact,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  witnesses 
may  be  called  to  contradict  her.*  So,  on  the  trial  of  Lord  Stafford 
for  high  treason,  his  lordship  was  allowed  to  adduce  proof  that  one 
of  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  had  attempted  to  suborn 
several  persons  to  give  false  evidence  against  him;°  and  in  the 
Queen's  case,  the  judges  appear  to  have  considered  such  a  course 
unobjectionable,  provided  the  witnesses  were  first  cross-examined 
upon  the  subject." 

§  1441.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  said  to  have  been  several  times    ?  1297 


'  R.  V.  Yewin,  2  Camp.  638,  per  Lawrence,  J. 

•  Attwood  V.  Welton,  7  Conn.  66. 

'  Thomas  v.  David,  7  C.  &  P.  350,  per  Coleridge,  J. 

*  E.  V.  Martin,  6  C.  &  P.  562,  per  Williams,  J.;  recognised  by  Kelly,  C.  B., 
in  E.  «.  Holmes  &  Furness,  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  337  ;  41  L.  J.,  M.  C.  14,  S.  C; 
and  by  Byles,  J.,  in  S.  C,  41  L.  J.,  M.  C.  13. 

'  7  How.  St.  Tr.  1400. 

=  2  B.  &  B.  311.  Eecognised  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex. 
E.  94. 
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ruled  of  late  years,  that,  if  a  witness  denies  that  he  has  tampered 
with  the  other  witnesses,  evidence  to  contradict  him  cannot  be 
received.'  So,  where  a  witness  called  to  character,  denied  having 
ever  said  that  the  prisoner  should  be  acquitted  if  it  cost  him  20Z., 
the  court  decided  that  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  must  rest 
satisfied  with  the  answer;^  and  in  a  civil  action,  where  the 
defendants  sought  to  disparage  the  testimony  of  a  witness  of  the 
plaintiff,  by  proving  some  circumstances  indicating  a  hostile  spirit 
towards  themselves,  the  learned  judge  is  reported  to  have  held 
that  it  could  not  be  done.'  Again,  where  the  principal  witness 
against  a  man  indicted  for  theft,  was  his  apprentice,  who,  being 
asked  in  cross-examination  whether  he  had  not  been  charged  with 
robbing  his  master,  denied  the  fact,  the  prisoner's  counsel  was 
not  allowed  to  prove  that  the  answer  was  false.*  So,  also,  on 
indictments  for  rape,  or  for  an  attempt  to  commit  rape,  or  for  an 
indecent  assault,  though  the  principal  female  witness  may  be 
cross-examined  with  the  view  of  showing  that  she  has  previously 
been  guilty  of  incontinence  with  other  men,  yet  her  answers  to 
such  questions  must  be  taken  as  conclusive,  and  her  supposed 
paramours  cannot  be  called  as  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradiction.^ The  same  law  would  seem  to  apply  in  actions  for 
seduction,  and  on  summonses  for  affiliation,  unless  the  evidence 
would  directly  tend  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  not  in  point 
of  fact  the  father  of  the  child." 


'  E.  V.  Lee,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  154,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  Harris  v.  Tippett,  2  Camp. 
637,  per  Lawrence,  J. 
'  JI.V.  Lee,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  154,  per  Coleridge,  J. 
'  Harrison  v.  Gordon,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  156,  per  Alderson,  B. 

*  E.  V.  Yewin,  2  Camp.  638,  per  Lawrence,  J. 

5  E.  0.  Holmes  &  Furness,  41  L.  J.,  M.  C.  12  ;  12  Cox,  137  ;  1  Law  Eep.,  C. 
C.  334,  S.  C,  per  five  Judges  in  Ct.  ofCr.  Ap. ;  aflSrming  E.  v.  Hodgson,  E.  & 
E.  211,  and  overruling  E.  v.  Eobins,  2  M.  &  Eob.  512.  See,  also,  E.  v.  Cock- 
croft,  11  Cox,  410 ;  ante,  ?  363.  * 

*  Garbutt  v.  Simpson,  .32  L.  J.,  M.  C.  186  ;  2  New  Eep.  276,  per  Q.  B.,  S.  C. 
In  Verry  v.  Watkins,  7  C.  &  P.  308,  Alderson,  B.,  in  an  action  of  seduction 
allowed  witnesses,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  paternity,  to  give  evidence 
of  their  having  had  connexion  with  the  plaintiffs  daughter.  Sed  qu.,  since 
the  last  decisions.  See,  also,  on  this  subject,  and  attempt  to  reconcile, 
Andrews  v.  Askey,  8  C.  &  P.  7,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  and  Dodd  v.  Norris,  3 
Camp.  519,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 
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§  1442.  Such  being  the  conflict  of  authorities,  it  is  no  easy  §  1298 
matter  to  apply  the  rule  with  precision  to  any  new  combination 
of  facts;  but  probably  a  sensible  lawyer,  who  was  really  anxious 
to  promote  the  interests  of  truth  and  justice,  would  on  most 
occasions  feel  inclined  to  follow  the  former,  rather  than  the  latter, 
class  of  cases.  Indeed  this  view  of  the  law  is  strongly  confirmed 
by  a  case  in  the  Exchequer,  where  the  learned  Barons  intimated 
a  tolerably  decisive  opinion,  that  a  witness  might  be  asked  any 
questions  tending  to  impeach  his  impartiality,  and  that  his  answers 
might  be  contradicted  by  other  witnesses.'  No  doubt  it  is  an 
object  of  great  importance  to  confine  the  attention  of  the  jury  as 
much  as  possible  to  the  specific  issues;  but  it  seems  highly 
essential  to  the  discovery  of  truth,  that  those,  who  are  to  deter- 
mine the  respective  value  of  conflicting  testimony,  should  be 
enabled  to  discriminate  between  the  interested  and  disinterested 
witnesses;  and  no  test  of  interest  can  be  more  sure  than  that 
which  is  afforded  by  the  conduct  of  the  witness  himself.  The 
argument  that  a  witness  cannot  come  prepared  to  defend  himself 
against  particular  charges  without  notice,  may  be  a  very  good 
reason  why  evidence  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  specific  crime, 
unconnected  with  the  cause  or  parties,  should  not  be  adduced; — 
because,  even  were  such  a  fact  proved,  it  would  raise,  in  the 
absence  of  interest,  only  a  very  faint  presumption  that  he  had 
been  guilty  of  perjury; — but  this  argument  should  not  be  allowed 
to  extend  to  a  case,  where  the  charge,  if  true,  would  show  that 
the  witness  either  had  a  motive  to  swear  falsely,  or  was  not  very 
scrupulous  in  the  selection  of  means  to  attain  his  end.  A  charge, 
too,  of  this  nature  would,  almost  of  necessity,  apply  to  some  act 
of  recent  date,  and  as  such  might  be  easily  explained  or  rebutted 
by  the  witness,  if  it  were  made  without  foundation.  Moreover, 
this  inquiry  would  seem  at  the  present  day  to  be  all  the  more 
necessary,  as  witnesses  are  no  longer  incompetent  to  testify  on  the 
ground  of  interest  or  crime. 

§  1443.  Assuming,  however,  that  a  witness  may  in  all  cases  be    g  1299 


'  Att-Gen.  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex.  E.  94,  100,  102. 
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cross-examined,  and,  if  necessary,  contradicted,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  his  mind  is  not  in  a  state  of  impartiality  as 
between  the  two  contending  parties,  it  must  clearly  appear,  before 
the  contradictory  evidence  can  be  admitted,  that  the  questions 
answered  had  a  direct  tendency  to  prove  that  the  witness  was 
under  the  influence  of  an  undue  bias.  This  doctrine  was  esta- 
blished by  the  case  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Hitchcock.'  That 
was  an  information  under  the  revenue  laws,  and  a  witness,  who 
had  given  material  evidence  for  the  Crown,  was  asked,  on  cross- 
examination,  whether  he  had  not  said  that  the  officers  of  the 
Crown  had  offered  him  20Z.  to  give  that  evidence.  He  denied 
that  he  had  ever  said  so,  and  the  Court  held  that  evidence  to  con- 
tradict him  was  inadmissible.  Nor  can  it  be  doubted  but  that 
this  decision  was  correct;  for  as  the  mere  offer  of  a  bribe,  if 
unaccepted,  could  not  in  fairness  prejudice  the  character  of  the 
party  to  whom  it  was  made,  it  was  obviously  immaterial  what  the 
witness  might  have  said  upon  the  subject.  Had  the  witness  been 
asked  whether  he  had  said  that  he  had  received  a  bribe,  and  had  he 
denied  that  he  had  ever  made  such  a  statement,  the  decision  might 
have  been  very  different. 

§  1444.  Since  the  case  of  the  Attorney- General  v.  Hitchcock  J  1299a 
was  decided,  the  rule  of  law  supposed  to  have  been  laid  down  by 
that  decision,  has  been  elaborately  discussed  in  the  Irish  Court 
of  Criminal  Appeal.^  The  question  arose  in  this  way.  On  the 
trial  of  a  prisoner  for  rape,  a  witness  was  called  on  his  behalf,  who 
professed  his  inability  to  speak  English.  He  was  therefore  sworn 
in  Irish,  and  he  enjoyed  the  advantage, — which  to  a  dishonest 
witness  is  no  slight  one,— of  giving  his  evidence  through  an  inter  ■ 
preter.'  On  cross-examination  he  was  pressed  as  to  his  knowledge 
of  the.  English  language,  and  was  pointedly  asked  whether  he  had 
not  very  recently  spoken  English  to  two  persons  who  were  present 
in  court.  He  denied  that  he  had  done  so,  and  these  two  persons 
were  called  to  contradict  him.  The  question  was  whether  their 
testimony  was  admissible.     Ten  of  the  learned  judges  heard  the 


^  1  Ex.  E.  91.     This  case  deserves  an  attentive  perusal. 

"  E.  11.  Burke,  8  Cox,  44.  '  See  ante,  ?  56. 
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argument;  seven  held  that  the  evidence  could  not  be  received, 
while  three  were  of  opinion  that  it  could.'  The  arguments  ad- 
vanced by  the  minority  in  this  case  are  certainly  entitled  to  grave 
consideration,  and  might  yet  very  possibly  be  upheld  in  England, 
should  the  same  point  arise  here. 

§  1445.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  certainly  relevant  to  put  to  g  1300 
a  witness  any  question,  which,  if  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
would  qualify  or  contradict  some  previous  part  of  his  testimony 
given  on  the  trial  of  the  issue ;  and  if  such  question  be  put,  and  be 
answered  in  the  negative,  the  opposite  party  may  then  contradict 
the  witness,  and  for  this  simple  reason,  that  ihe  contradiction 
would  qualify  or  contradict  the  previous  part  of  the  witness's 
testimony,  and  so  neutralise  its  effect.^  In  accordance  with  this 
general  principle,  a  witness  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  a  former 
statement  made  by  him  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause, 
and  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony;  and  if  he  either 
denies,  or  does  not  distinctly  admit,  that  he  has  made  such  state- 
ment, proof  may  be  given  that  he  did  in  fact  make  it;  but  before 
such  proof  can  be  given,'  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed  state- 
ment, sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be 
mentioned  to  the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not 
he   has   made    such    statement.*      So,  if   the  case  be  such  as  to 

'  The  three  dissenting  judges  were  O'Brien,  J.,  Pigot,  C.  B.,  and  that  pro- 
found lawyer,  Pennefather,  B. 

^  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex.  E.  103,  per  Alderson,  B. 

^  This  rule  prevails  in  Equity,  Hemming  v.  Maddick,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  522,  per 
Lds.  Js. 

*  See  Angus  v.  Smith,  M.  &  M.  473;  Crowley  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  789; 
Andrews  v.  Askey,  8  C.  &  P.  7;  Magrath  r.  Browne,  Arm.  M.  &  O.  133;  The 
Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  313,  314;  2nd  Eep:  of  Com.  Law  Commis.  18,  19; 
17  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  §  23,  which  enacts,  that  "  if  a  witness,  upon  cross-examina- 
tion as  to  a  former  statement  made  by  him  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
cause,  and  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony,  does  not  distinctly  admit 
that  he  has  made  such  statement,  proof  may  be  given  that  he  did  in  fact  make 
it;  but  before  such  proof  can  be  given,  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed 
statement,  sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be  mentioned  to 
the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made  such  statement." 
This  enactment  has  been  extended  to  "  all  Courts  of  Judicature,  as  well  criminal 
as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties, 
authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,"  whether  in  England  or  in 
Ireland;  17  &  18  V.,  c.  125,  ?  103;  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  M  26,  98,  Ir,;  28  &  29 
v.,  c.  18,  U  1,  4.     It  overrules  Pain  v.  Beeston,  1  M.  &  Rob.  20;  and  Long  v. 
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render  evidence  of  opinion  admissible  and  material,  as,  for  instance, 
if  the  witness  has  been  examined  as  to  his  belief  respecting  the 
identity,  or  the  handwriting,  or  the  sanity  of  any  person,  or  if  he  be 
a  skilled  witness  called  to  state  his  opinion  on  a  matter  of  science, 
he  may  be  asked  on  cross-examination,  whether  he  has  not  on 
some  particular  occasion  expressed  a  different  opinion  upon  the 
same  subject;  and  if  he  deny  the  fact,  it  may  be  proved  by  other 
evidence.  But'  if  a  witness  has  simply  testified  to  a  fact,  his 
previous  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  cause  cannot  be  regarded 
as  relevant  to  the  issue.''  Therefore,  in  an  action  upon  a  marine 
policy,  where  the  broker,  who  had  efiected  the  policy  for  the 
plaintiff,  stated  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant  that  he  had  omitted 
to  disclose  a  certain  fact,  now  contended  to  be  material  to  the  risk, 
and  on  being  cross-examined,  as  to  whether  he  had  not  expressed 
his  opinion  that  the  defendant  had  not  a  leg  to  stand  upon,  denied 
that  he  had  said  so;  this  was  deemed  conclusive,  and  evidence  to 
contradict  him  in. this  particular  was  rejected.' 

§  1446.  When  the  contradictory  statement  alleged  to  have  been  j  1301 
made  by  the  witness  was  contained  in  a  letter  or  other  writing,  the 
rule,  as  laid  down  by  the  judges  in  the  Queen's  case,*  was  that  the 
cross-examining  counsel  must  produce  the  document  as  his  evidence, 
and  have  it  read,  in  order  to  found  any  questions  to  the  witness 
Upon  it.  This  rule,  however, — excluding,  as  it  did,  one  of  the  best 
tests  by  which  the  memory  and  integrity  of  a  witness  can  be  tried,' 
— has  been  abrogated  by  the  Legislature;  and  a  witness  examined 
in  any  court  of  judicature,  or  before  any  person  having,  by  law  or 
by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine 
evidence,  whether  in  England'  or  in  Ireland,  may  now'  "  be  cross- 


Hitchcock,  9  C.  &  P.  619.     See  E.  v.  Whelan,   14  Cox,  595,  per  May,  C.  J., 
in  Ireland. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  I  449,  almost  verbatim.     '^  Daniels  v.  Conrad,  4  Leigh,  R.  401,  405. 

'  Elton  v.  Larkins,  5  C.  &  P.  385,  390,  391,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

*  2  B.  &  B.  286—290,  292—294;  Macdonnell  v.  Evans,  11  Com.  B.  930. 

*  See  per  Ld.  Brougham,  in  Ed.  Eev.,  vol.  69,  p.  22;  and  Speech  on  Law 
Reform,  vol.  2,  Ld.  Brougham's  Speech,  p.  447. 

"  Or  in  India,  see  Ind.  Evid.  Act  of  1855,  ?  34. 

'  See  U  24  &  103  of  "The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,"  17  &  18  V., 
c.  125;  l\  27  &  98  of  "The  Common  Law  Procedure  Amendment  Act  (Ireland), 
1856,"  19  &  20  v.,  c.  102;  and  ??  1  &  5  of  28  &  29  V.,  c.  18. 
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examined  as  to  previous  statements  made  by  him  in  writing,  or 
reduced  into  writing,  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause, 
indictment,  or  proceeding,  without  such  writing  having  been  shown 
to  him;  but  if  it  is  intended  to  contradict  such  witness  by  the 
writing,  his  attention  must,  before  such  contradictory  proof  can  be 
given,  be  called  to  those  parts  of  the  writing  which  are  to  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  so  contradicting  him:  Provided  always,  that  it  shall  be 
competent  for  the  jadge,  at  any  time  during  thei  trial,  to  require  the 
production  of  the  writing  for  his  inspection,  and  he  may  thereupon 
make  such  use  of  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  as  he  may  think  fit." ' 

§  1447.''  If  it  should  appear  from  the  cross-examination  of  the  J  1302 
witness,  or  from  any  antecedent  evidence,  that  the  writing  in  ques- 
tion has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  the  proviso  just  cited,  empowering 
the  judge  to  require  its  production,  will  of  course  become  in- 
operative. In  such  a  case,  therefore,  it  is  apprehended  that  the 
witness  might  be  cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of  the  paper, 
notwithstanding  its  non-production;  and  that,  if  it  were  material 
to  the  issue,  he  might  be  afterwards  contradicted  by  secondary 
evidence.  Still  the  question  remains,  as  to  whether  the  cross- 
examining  party  might  first  interpose  evidence  out  of  his  turn,  to 
prove  the  loss  or  destruction  of  the  document,  or  to  show  that  it 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  opponent,  that  he  had  had  notice  to 
produce  it,  and  that  he  refused  to  do  so;  and  might  then  cross- 
examine  the  witness  as  to  its  contents.'  In  former  times  this 
course  was.  deemed  irregular,*  but  modern  authorities  are  not 
wanting  to  show  that  it  would  now  be  geinerally  allowed.  Thus,  if 
the  paper  in  question  be  not  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  cross- 
examing  party,  he  may,  before  commencing  his  cross-examination, 
or  during  its  progress,  direct  any  person,  whom  he  has  served  with 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  to  produce  the  writing,^  or  call  upon  the 
adversary  to  do  so,  if  the  paper  is  in  his  hands,  and  he  has  had 


'  The  reasons  tor  this  change  in  the  law  are  ably  stated  by  the  Com.  Law 
Commis.  in  their  2nd  Eep.,  pp.  19—21.  See,  also,  the  1st  Ed.  of  this  Work, 
i  1057.  ^  Gr.jEv.  ?  464,  slightly  as  to  first  eight  lines. 

'  See  1  St.  Ev.  205,  n.  d. 

*  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  E.  23,  per  Ld.  Ellenborongh ;  Sideways  v. 
Dyson,  id.  49,  per  id. 

'  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bond,  9  C.  &  P.  189,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
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notice  to  produce  it.'  The  counsel  for  a  prisoner  has  also  been 
allowed  to  interpose  proof  of  the  loss  of  the  original  depositions, 
and  of  the  con-ectness  of  a  copy,  and  then  to  cross-examine  the 
witness,  the  copy  being  first  duly  read.^  In  another  case,  a 
witness  was  permitted  to  be  cross-examined  upon  an  office  copy  of 
an  affidavit  made  by  her,  the  affidavit  itself  being  filed,  and  the 
cross-examining  counsel  having  put  in  an  order  to  admit  the 
document  to  be  a  true  copy.^  If,*  in  any  particular  ease,  this 
course  of  proceeding  would  be  likely  to  occasion  inconvenience,  by 
disturbing  the  regular  progress  of  the  cause  and  distracting  the 
attention  of  the  jury,  the  judge  would  be  empowered  to  postpone 
.  the  examination  as  to  this  point  to  a  later  stage  in  the  trial.' 


§  1448.  Another  point  on  which  a  doubt  may  be  entertained  ? 
respecting  the  true  meaning  of  the  proviso,  is  this.  Let  it  be 
assumed  that  the  object  of  the  cross-examining  counsel  is  to  dis- 
credit a  witness,  by  showing  that  he  has  previously  told  a  different 
tale  in  some  affidavit,  deposition,  or  pleading,  which  has  been  duly 
filed  of  record.  The  question  then  will  be,  whether,  in  the  event 
of  the  judge  requiring  "  the  production  of  the  writing  for  his 
inspection,"  it  will  be  necessary  that  the  original  should  be 
forthcoming,  or  whether  an  office*  or  examined  copy  will 
suffice.  The  doubt  arises  from  the  case  of  Bastard  v.  Smith,' 
in  which  Chief  Justice  Tindal  is  reported  to  have  held  at  Nisi 
Prius,  that  a  plaintiff's  counsel  had  no  right,  under  the  old  law,  to 
cross-examine  one  of  the  defendant's  witnesses  on  the  contents  of 
his  own  affidavit,  without  putting  the  original  into  his  hands  to 
refresh  his  memory.  The  grounds  for  this  decision  are  not  stated 
in  the  report;  and  as  the  case  is  certainly  opposed  to  a  variety  of 
decisions,'  and,  moreover,  contravenes  the  very  salutary  rule,  which 


1  Calvert  v.  Flower,  7  C.  &  P.  386,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

'  R.  V.  Shellard,  9  C.  &  P.  279,  per  Patteson,  ,T. 

*  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  C.  &  P.  252.  No  order  in  such  a  case  would  now  be 
necessary;  see  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVII.,  E.  4,  cited  post, 
?  1538;  also,  Ord.  XXXVIII.,  R.  15.  *  Gr.  Ev.  ?  464,  in  part. 

^  2  Ph.  Ev.  439,  440.  «  See  n.  3,  supra.  '  10  A.  &  E.  214. 

'  Ewer  V.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  24  ;  Highfield  v.  Peake,  M.  &  M.  109  ; 
Davies  v.  Davies,  9  C.  &  P.  252,  per  Gurney,  B. ;  Sainthill  v.  Bound,  4  Esp. 
74  ;  Garvin  v.  Carroll,  10  Ir.  Law  R.  323. 
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protects  from  removal  the  records  of  courts  of  justice,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  little,  if  any,  weight  should  be  attached  to  it.  "When 
au  ofSce  or  examined  copy  is  used,  some  difficulty  may  doubtless 
arise  in  identifying  the  witness  with  the  person  who  swore  to  the 
truth  of  the  original  document,  and  in  order  to  obviate  this  incon- 
venience, it  may  occasionally  be  prudent  to  produce  the  record 
itself;'  but  this  is  a  very  different  matter  from  holding  that  the 
record  must  be  produced. 


§  1449.  As  the  enactment  under  discussion  is  now  applicable  to  §  1304 
coiuis  of  criminal  jurisdiction,^  as  well  as  to  civil  courts,  it  would 
seem  that  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  judges  as  to  the  mode  of 
cross-examining  witnesses  for  the  Crown,  with  respect  to  what  they 
have  previously  sworn  before  the  magistrate,  are  no  longer  in  force. 
Still,  as  some  doubts'  may  possibly  be  entertained  on  this  subject, 
seeing  that  the  statute  in  question  contains  a  proviso  expressly  em- 
powering the  judge  "  to  require  the  production  of  the  writing,"  and 
"  to  use  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial,"  it  may  be  desirable  to  set 
out  the  rules.     They  are,  then,  as  follows: — 

"  1.  Where  a  witness  for  the  Crown  has  made  a  deposition  before 
a  magistrate,  he  cannot,  upon  his  cross-examination  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel,  be  asked  whether  he  did  or  did  not,  in  his 
deposition,  make  such  or  such  a  statement,  until  the  deposition  itself 
has  been  read,  in  order  to  manifest  whether  such  statement  is  or  is 
not  contained  therein;  and  such  deposition  must  be  read  as  part  of 
the  evidence  of  the  cross-examining  counsel. 

"  2.  After  such  deposition  has  been  read,  the  prisoner's  counsel 
may  proceed  in  his  cross-examination  of  the  witness  as  to  any  sup- 
posed contradiction  or  variance  between  the  testimony  of  the  witness 
in  court  and  his  former  deposition;  after  which  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  may  re-examine  the  witness,  and  after  the  prisoner's 
counsel  has  addressed  the  jury,  will  be  entitled  to  the  reply.  And 
in  case  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  comments  upon  any  supposed 


•  See  Garvin  v.  Carroll,  10  Ir.  Law  E.  330,  per  Crampton,  J.,  whUe  com- 
menting on  Eees  v.  Bowen,  McClel.  &  Y.  383. 

2  28  &  29  v.,  c.  18,  U  1,  5- 

'  It  is  hoped  that  the  judges  may  ere  long  resolve  these  doubts,  either  by  re- 
goinding  the  rules,  or  by  some  judicial  announcment.^ 
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variance  or  contradiction,  -without  having  read  the  deposition,  the 
court  may  direct  it  to  be  read,  and  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
will  be  entitled  to  reply  upon  it. 

"  3.  The  witness  cannot  in  cross  examination,  be  compelled  to 
answer,  whether  he  did  or  did  not  make  such  a  statement  before 
the  magistrate,  until  after  his  deposition  has  been  read,  and  it 
appears  that  it  contains  no  mention  of  such  statement.  In  that 
event  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  may  proceed  with  his  cross- 
examination; '  and  if  the  witness  admits  such  statement  to  have 
been  made,  he  may  comment  upon  such  admission,  or  xipon  the 
effect  of  it  upon  the  other  part  of  his  testimony;  or  if  the  witness 
denies  that  he  made  such  statement,  the  counsel,  for  the  prisoner 
may  then,  if  such  statement  be  material  to  the  matter  in  issue, 
call  witnesses  to  prove  that  he  made  such  statement.  But  in 
either  event,  the  reading  of  the  deposition  is  the  prisoner's  evi- 
dence, and  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  will  be  entitled  to 
reply."' 


§  1450.  In  accordance  with  these  rules,  it  has  been  held  that  a  ?  1.S05 
witness  for  the  prosecution  could  not  be  directed  by  the  prisoner's 
counsel  to  look  at  his  deposition  and  then  say  whether  he  still 
adhered  to  the  statement  he  had  just  made,  but  the  deposition  had 
first  to  be  read  as  evidence  for  the  prisoner,  and  the  witness  might 
^.fterwards  be  cross-examined  respecting  its  contents.^  Neither 
could  a  witness  for  the  Crown  be  asked  generally,  on  cross- 
examination,  whether  he  had  always  told  the  same  story,  but  the 
question  had  to  be  qualified  by  adding,  "  except  when  you  were 
before  the  magistrate  or  coroner."  *  The  rules,  however,  were 
confined  to  those  cases  in  which  the  depositions  had  been  duly 
taken  and  returned,  and  when,  consequently,  they  would  furnish  the 
best  evidence  of  what  took  place  at  the  prior  examination. °     Neither 


1  R.  V.  Curtis,  2  C.  &  Kir.  763. 

M  C.  &  P.  676. 

'  E.  V.  Ford,  2  Den.  245;  2  C.  &  Kir.  113;  5  Cox,  184,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Palmer,  5 
Cox,  236;  E.  v.  Stokes,  4  Cox,  451;  E.  v.  Brewer,  9  Cox,  409. 

*  E.  ,;.  Holden,  8  C.  &  P.  609,  per  Patteson,  J.;  R.  v.  Shellard,  9  id.  280, 
per  id.     See  E.  v.  Price,  7  Cox.  405. 

»  JR.  V.  Griffiths,  9  C.  &,P.  476,  per  Coleridge,  J.,  and  Gumey,  B. 
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did  they  protect  a  witness  from  cross  examination  as  to  what  he 
had  said  prior  to  his  giving  his  testimony  before  the  magistrate  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  although  his  words  might  have  been 
taken  down  officiously  by  the  magistrate's  clerk,  and  might  have 
been  afterwards  verified  on  oath  by  himself  when  examined  by  the 
justice,  so  that  they  actually  appeared  in  the  deposition  as  formally 
returned.'  It  seems,  too,  that  the  rules  were  merely  intended  to 
check  the  licence  of  the  bar,  and  were  not  binding  on  the  judges 
themselves,  who  had  still  a  discretionary  power  of  questioning  the 
witness  as  to  any  discrepancy  between  his  evidence  in  court  and  his 
former  statement,  without  first  putting  in  the  depositions;  but  it 
may  be  questionable  whether  in  such  a  case,  if  new  facts  were  in- 
troduced in  evidence,  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  would  not  have 
been  entitled  to  teply.^ 


§  1451.  The  rule  which  requires  the  attention  of  the  witness  to  ?  1306 
be  specially  drawn  to  the  circumstances,  in  respect  of  which  it  is 
proposed  to  impeach  his  credit  by  independent  evidence,  is  not 
confined  to  the  case  where  the  witness  is  alleged  to  have  made 
contradictory  statements,  but-  it  extends  alike  to  all  cases  where 
declarations  made  by  a  witness,  or  acts  done  by  him,  are  tendered 
in  evidence  with  the  view  either  of  contradicting  his  testimony  in 
chief,  or  of  proving  that  he  is  a  corrupt  witness,  or  that  he  has 
been  guilty  of  attempting  to  corrupt  others.'  "  I  like  the  broad 
rule,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  on  one  occasion,  "  that  when  you 
mean  to  give  evidence  of  a  witness's  declarations  for  any  purpose, 
you  should  ask  him  whether  he  ever  used  such  exprfissions."  * 
The  case  which  called  forth  these  observations  was  an  action  for 
seduction,  and  the  court  seems  to  have  considered, — though  the  point 
was  not  decided, — that  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  damages,  the 
defendant,  without  first  cross-examining  the  principal  female 
witness,  might  call  persons  to  specify  particular  language  of  an 
indecent  and   unbecoming   character  as  having  been  used  by  her; 


'  E.  V.  Christopher,  4  Cox,  76;  1  Den.  536;  2  C.  &  Kir.  994,  S.  C. 

2  E.  V.  Edwards,  8  C.  &  P.  26;  E.  v.  Peel,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  23,  per  Willes,  J. 

'  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  311. 

*  Carpenter  v.  "Wall,  11  A.  &  E.  804. 
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but  it  is  submitted  that  in  strictness  this  course  could  not  be 
pursued,  but  that  the  defendant  in  such  a  case  should  be  restristed 
to  general  evidence  of  lightness  of  conduct. 

§  1452.  Questions  not  unfrequently  arise  at  Nisi  Prius,  as  to  J  1307 
whether  or  not  a  party  is  entitled  to  see  a  document,  which  has 
been  shown  to  one  of  his  witnesses  while  under  cross-examination 
by  his  opponent.  The  cases  on  this  subject  are  somewhat  conflict- 
ing; but  the  practice  seems  to  be  as  follows  : — If  the  cross  examin- 
ing counsel,  after  putting  a  paper  into  the  hands  of  a  witness, 
merely  asks  him  some  question  as  to  its  general  nature  or  identity,' 
or  respecting  the  character  of  the  handwriting,''  his  adversary  will 
have  no  right  to  see  the  document;  but  if  the  paper  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  refreshing  the  memory  of  the  witness,'  or  if  any  ques- 
tions be  put  respecting  its  contents,*  a  sight  of  the  document  may 
then  be  demanded  by  the  opposite  counsel.     . 

§  1453.  It  has  already  been  casually  observed,  that  some  ques-  g  1308 
tions  a  witness  is  not  compellable  to  answer.  First,  this  is  the  case, 
where  the  answers  would  have  a  tendency  to  expose  the  witness,* 
or,  as  it  seems,  the  husband  or  wife  of  the  witness,^  to  any  kind 
ot  criminal  charge,  whether  in  the  common-law  or  ecclesiastical' 
courts,  or  to   a  penalty  or  forfeiture^  of  any   nature  whatsoevor.' 

'■  Collier  v.  Nokes,  2  C.  &  Kir.  1012,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. 

'  Cope  V.  Thames  Haven  Dock  Co.,  2  C.  &  Kir.  757,  per  Erie,  J.;  Sinclair  v. 
Stevenson,  1  C.  &,P.  583,  per  Best,  C.  J.;  Kussell  v.  Eider,  6  C.  &  P.  416,  per 
Bosanquet,  J. 

»  Ante,  ?  1413. 

*  Cope  V.  Thames  Haven  Dock  Co.,  2  C.  &  Kir,  757. 

5  E.  V.  Garbett,  1  Den.  236;  2  C.  &  Kir.  474,  S.  C. 

«  Cartwright  v.  Green,  8  Ves.  405;  E.  v.  AH  Saints,  Worcester,  6  M.  &  Sel. 
200,  per  Bayley,  J. ;  ant«,  i  1369. 

'  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  1  Mer.  391;  2  Swanst.  215,  S.  C,  as  to  simony; 
Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  2  Ves.  Sen.  245,  as  to  incest;  Chetwynd  v.  Lindon, 
id.  450,  and  Finch  v.  Finch,  id.  493,  as  to  concubinage. 

^  Qu.  as  to  the  meaning  of  this  woi^,  Pye  v.  Butterfield,  34  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
17;  5  B.  &  S.  829,  S.   C. 

»  R.  V.  Freind,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  16—18;  E.  v.  Ld.  G.  Gordon,  2  Doug. 
593;  21  How.  St.  Tr.  650,  S.  C.  ;  E.  v.  Ld.  Macclesfield,  16  How.  St.  Tr. 
1146—1150;  E.  v.  Slaney,  5  C.  &  P.  213,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  E.  v.  Pegler, 
id.  521,  per  Littledale  &  Park,  Js.  ;  Maloney  v.  Bartley,  3  Camp.    210,  per 
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This  rule,^which  is  of  great  antiquity,  and  was  even  acted  upon  by- 
Chief  Justice  Jefferies  when  it  told  against  the  prisoner,' — applies 
equally  to  parties  and  to  witnesses,  and  it  is  now  uniformly  recog- 
nised by  all  British  Tribunals,  whether  civil  or  criminal.  Thus  no 
party  can  be  compelled  to  discover  that,  which,  if  answered,  would 
tend  to  subject  him  to  any  punishment,^  penalty,'  forfeiture,*  or 
ecclesiastical  censure,^  however  materiel  the  answer  may  be  to  his 
adversary's  case."  Neither  will  a  witness  be  forced  to  answer  ques- 
tions or  interrogatories  of  a  like  tendency ; '  although,  if  any  such 
interrogatories  be  administered,  they  will  not,  on  that  account,  be 
struck  out  by  the  Court.*  The  same  doctrine  prevails  in  the 
Spiritual  Courts,'  and  is  also  part  and  parcel  of  the  law  of  Scotland."" 
Some  of  the  older  decisions  on  this  subject  are  calculated  to  make 
us  feel  the  advantage  of  living  at  a  time  when  freedom  of  conscience 
is  at  length  fully  established."  Thus,  in  the  reign  of  William  the 
Third,  and  again  so  late  as  the  year  1781,  we  find  witnesses 
protected  from  answering  the  simple  question  whether  they  were 
protestants  or  papists.'^ 

"Wood,  B.;  Dandridge  D.  Corden,  3  C.  &  P.  11,  per  Ld.  Tenderden;  Chester 
V.  Wortley,  17  Com.  B.  410.  But  see  E.  v.  Boyes,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  301;  1  B. 
&  S.  311,  S.  C,  cited  post,  ?  1458. 

'  E.  V.  Rosewell,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  169. 

2  Maealluia  v.  Turton,  2  Y.  &  J.  183;  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  19  Vcs.  225; 
Thorpe  v.  Macaulay,  5  Madd.  229,  2S1,  n.  s;  Claridge  v.  Hoare,  14  Yes.  59, 
65;  Mclntyre  v.  Mancius,  16  Johns.  592. 

'  See  cases  cited  in  last  note. 

*  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  1  Mer.  401,  402;  Ld.  Uxbridge  r.  Staveland,  1  Ves. 
Sen.  56;  Bp.  of  Cork  v.  Porter,  I.  R.,  11  C.  L.  94.  Astto  the  distinction 
between  a.  forfeiture  and  a  conditional  limitation  respecting  which  no  pro- 
tection is  allowed,  see  Hambrook  v.  Smith,  17  Sim.  209,  216 — 218. 

^  See  cases  cited  ante,  p.  1242,  n.  7. 

^  "Wigr.  Disc.  80,  81,  192,  193,  and  cases  there  cited;  Story,  Eq.  PI.  ?§  524, 
576,  577,  592—598.  See  Chad  wick  v.  Chad  wick,  22  L.  J.,  Ch.  329,  per 
Turner,  V.-C. 

'  Paxton  V.  Douglas,  16  Ves.  239;  Lamb  v.  Munster,  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  46; 
L.  E.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  110,  S.  C. 

8  Fisher  v.  Owen,  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  681;  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  645,  per  Ct.  of  App., 
S.  C.  Tliis  case  overrules  Atherley  v.  Harvey,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  518;  L.  R.,  2, 
Q.  B.  D.  524,  S.  C.     See  Bp.  of  Cork  ■».  Porter,  I.  E.,  11  C.  L.  94. 

'  Swift  V.  Swift,  4  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  154;  King  v.  King,  2  Eoberts.  153. 

i»  Alison,  Pract.  of  Cr.  L.  527. 

"  See  7  &  8  v.,  c.  102;  and  9  &  10  V.,  c.  59. 

"  R.  V.  Freind,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  16—18;  E.  v.  Ld.  G.  Gordon,  21  id.  65C: 
2  Doug.  593,  S.  C. 
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§  1454.  Other  cases,  again,  amply  justify  a  doubt,  as  to  whether  ^  1309 
the  protection  has  not  been  carried  very  far  beyond  its  legitimate 
bounds.^  Thus,  in  an  action  for  a  libel,  contained  in  a  voluntary 
affidavit,  which  the  defendant  had  sworn  extra-judicially  before  a 
magistrate,  the  court  held  that  the  magistrate's  clerk  was  not 
bound  to  answer,  whether  he  wrote  the  affidavit  by  the  defendant's 
orders,  and  delivered  it  to  the  magistrate;  '^  and  it  has  been  decided 
in  Ireland,  that,  upon  a  trial  for  the  murder  of  a  person  killed  in  a 
duel,  any  person  who  was  present,  and  in  any  way  countenanced 
the  proceeding,  might  refuse  to  answer  any  question  relating 
thereto.'  It  is  not  here  intended  to  insinuate,  that  these  cases  are 
wrong  decisions;  for  numerous  authorities  might  be  cited,  which 
clearly  establish,  that  if  the  fact  to  which  the  witness  is  interro- 
gated, forms  but  a  single  remote  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony, 
which  may  implicate  him  in  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  or  expose 
him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer;  * — but  it 
is  suggested,  that,  where  the  question  is  material  to  the  issue,  it 
should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  whether  or  not  he  will 
enforce  an  answer,  having  due  regard  to  the  general  interests  of 
justice;  provided  always,  that  if  an  answer  be  enforced,  it  should 
either  have  the  effect  of  indemnifying  the  witness  from  any  punish- 
ment, penalty,  or  forfeiture,  with  respect  to  the  subject  to  which 
the  answer  relates,  or  at  least,  such  answer  should  not  be  admissible 


'  In  New  York  the  protection  is  far  more  limited  than  in  England.  See 
Civ.  Code,  ?  1854,  which  enacts,  that  a  witness  "need  not  give  an  answer, 
which  will  have  a  tendency  to  subject  him  to  punishment  for  a  felony."  This 
seems  to  he  the  sound  rule. 

^  Maloney  v.  Bartley,  3  Camp.  210,  per  Wood,  B. 

^  E.  V.  Handcock,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  329,  per  Brady,  C.  B.  For  other  instances  of 
injustice  occasioned  by  the  stringency  of  this  rule,  see  Brownsword  v.  Edwards, 
2  Ves.  Sen.  245;  Sharp  v.  Carter,  3  P.  "Wms.  375;  Claridge  v.  Hoare,  14  Ves. 
59.  See,  also,  some  very  sensible  observations  on  this  subject  in  the  Law 
Eev.,  No.  xiii.,  pp.  19—30. 

*  Cates  V.  Hardacre,  3  Taunt.  424;  Macallum  v.  Turton,  2  Y.  &  J.  183, 
195;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  2  Swanst.  215;  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  16  Ves.  243, 
and  19  Ves.  227,  228;  Harrison  v.  Southcote,  1  Atk.  518;  Swift  v.  Swift 
4  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  154;  King  v.  King,  2  Eoberts.  153;  M'Mahon  v.  Ellis,  10  Ir. 
Law  K.,  N.  S.  120;  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  "Wend.  229,  252—254;  1  Burr's 
Trial,  245;  Southard  v.  Eexford,  6  Cowen,  254,  255;  Bellinger  v.  The  People,  ' 
8  Wend.  595. 
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eyidence  in  any  future  criminal  proceedings  instituted  against  the 
witness.' 


§  1455.  On  several  occasions,  the  Legislature  has  acted  on  this  ?  1310 
principle,  and  has  either  directly  deprived  the  witness  of  the 
privilege,  or  by  an  Act  of  indemnity,  has  rendered  it  valueless. 
Thus,  the  Larceny  Act,  1861,  contains  a  special  enactment,  that 
nothing  therein  which  relates  to  frauds  committed  bj  bankers, 
factors,  trustees,  directors,  solicitors,  or  their  agents,  ^  "  shall 
enable  or  entitle  any  person  to  refuse  to  make  a  full  and  complete 
discovery  by  answer  to  any  bill  in  equity,  or  to  answer  any  question 
or  interrogatory  in  any  civil  proceeding  in  any  court,  or  upon  the 
hearing  of  any  matter  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency;  and  no  person 
shall  be  liable  to  be  convicted  of  any  of  the  misdemeanors  "  in  that 
Act  mentioned  relative  to  such  frauds,  "  by  any  evidence  whatever 
in  respect  to  any  act  done  by  him,  if  he  shall  at  any  time  previously 
to  his  being  charged  with  such  offence  have  first  disclosed  ^  such  act 
on  oath,  in  consequence  of  any  compulsory  process  of  any  court  of 
law  or  equity,  in  any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding,  which  shall  have 
been  bona  fide  instituted  by  any  party  aggrieved,  or  if  he  shall  have 
first  disclosed  the  same  in  any  compulsory  examination  or  deposi- 
tion before  any  court,  upon  the  hearing  of  any  matter  in  bankruptcy 
or  insolvency."*  The  same  statute  further  enacts,  that  nothing 
therein  shall  prevent,  lessen,  or  impeach  any  remedy,  which  any  party 
aggrieved  by  any  such  fraud  may  have ;  but  no  conviction  of  any  such 
offender  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  any  action  against  him.^  A 
similar  law  prevails  with  respect  to  persons  charged  with  stealing, 
or  fraudulently  destroying  or  concealing,  any  title  deed  or  will ;  *  and 
Somewhat  similar  clauses  are  also  inserted  in  "  The  Poisoned  Grain 
Prohibition  Act,  1863,"  '  in  "  The  Exhibition  Medals  Act;  1863,"  ^ 
ia  "  The  Merchandise  Marks  Act,  1862," '  and  "  The  Eecord  of 


'  See  Law  Eev.,  No.  xiii.,  pp.  28—30. 

'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  ?§  75—84. 

'  This  word  means  the  discovery  of  that  which  was  hefore  unknown,  and 
not  the  statement  of  that  which  was  hefore  known.  R.  v.  Skeen  &  Freeman, 
28  L.  J.,  M.  C.  91;  8  Cox,  143,  S.  C,  per  9  Js.,  5  Js.  diss..;  Bell,  C.  C.  97,  S.  C. 

*  I  85.     See  E.  v.  Strahan,  7  Cox,  85.  '^l  86. 

«  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  U  28  &  29.  '  26  &  27  V.,  c.  113,  ?  5. 

8  26  &  27  v.,  c.  119,  2  5.  »  25  &  26  V.,  c.  88,  I  11. 
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Title  Act,  Ireland,  1865,"  '  as  well  as  in  the  Acts  which  have 
respectively  been  passed  for  the  more  effectual  prosecution  of  the 
keepers  of  gaming  houses,"  for  inquiring  into  corrupt  practices  at 
Parliamentary'  or  municipal*  elections,  and  for  regulating  the 
trials  of  election  petitions/  So,  when  Parliamentary  inquiries  are 
instituted  respecting  gaming,  and  other  illegal  transactions,  where 
the  testimony  of  many  persons  implicated  is  required.  Acts  of 
indemnity  are  occasionally  passed,  with  the  view  of  absolving  from 
punishment  or  penalty  any  witness,  who  shall  make  a  faithful 
discovery  of  what  he  knows  in  relation  to  the  matters  under  in- 
vestigation.' 

§  1456.  The  law  relating  to  printers,  publishers,  and  pro-  ?  1310a 
prietors  of  newspapers,  was,  by  a  bungling  statute  of  the  year  1869, 
thrown  into  a  very  discreditable  state;  for  while  those  gentlemen, 
by  a  bill  of  discovery,  might  be  forced  to  divulge  their  connexion 
with  any  paper  in  which  a  libel  had  appeared,  they  could  success- 
fully resist  any  attempt  at  common  law  to  "  scrape  their  con- 
sciences "  through  the  medium  of  interrogatories.'  This  anomaly, 
it  is  presumed,  has  been  now  remedied  by  Order  XXXI.,  Rule  1, 
of  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  which, — as  stated  else- 
wLere,'— enables  every  plaintiff  to  deliver  interrogatories  in  writing 
for  the  examination  of  his  opponent." 

1    §  1457.  Whether  the  answer  may  tend  to  criminate  the  witness,    ^  1311 

'  28  &  29  v.,  c.  88,  ?  59,  Ir. 

i'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  109,  §  9;  17  &  18  V.,  c.  38,  |§  5,  6. 

'See  15  &  16  V.,  c.  57,  §  8;  17  &  18  V.,  c.  102,  ?  35;  31  &  32  V.,  c. 
125,  §  56,  continued  till  31  Dec,  1884,  by  46  &  47  V.,  c.  51,  i  70,  and  Seh.  3. 
See  R.  V.  Charlesworth,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  326;  R.  v.  Buttle,  39  L.  J.,  M. 
C,  115;  11  Cox,  566,  S.  C;  R.  v.  Slater,  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.  D.  2C7;  51  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  246,  S.  C;  Ex  p.  Fernandez,  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  3;  R.  v.  Leatham, 
3  E.  &  E.  658;  R.  v.  Hulme,  5  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  377;  39  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  149, 
S.  C;  R.  «.  HoU,  L.  R.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  575,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  763, 
S.  C. 

*  45  &  46  v.,  c.  50,  94,  subs.  5—8,  now  repealed  by  47  &  48  V.,  c.  70,  §  38, 
but  substantially  re-enacted  by  ?  30  of  that  Act. 

°  46  &  47  v.,  c.  51,  g  59. 

«  See  7  &  8  V.,  c.  7;  and  14  &  15  V.,  c.  106. 

'  Bowden  v.  Allen,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  217;  32  &  33  V.,  c.  24,  re-enacting  in 
Sch.  2,  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  76,  §  19.  e  Ante,  §  522. 

°  See  Lefroy  v.  Burnside,  14  Cox,  260. 
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or  expose  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  is  a  point  •which  the  court 
will  determine,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  soon  as 
the  protection  is  claimed;  but  without  requiring  the  witness  fully 
to  explain  how  the  effect  would  be  produced;  for  if  this  were  neces- 
sary, the  protection  which  the  rule  is  designed  to  afford  to  the 
witness  would  at  once  be  annihilated.'  It  is  now  decided con- 
trary to  an  opinion  formerly  entertained  by  several  of  the  judges,' 

that  the  mere  declaration  of  a  witness  on  oath  that  he  Relieves  that 
the  answer  will  tend  to  criminate  him,  will  not  suffice  to  protect 
him  from  answering,  when  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  are 
such  as  to  induce  the  judge  to  believe  that  the  answer  would  not 
really  have  that  tendency.'  Still  less  will  a  defendant  be  protected, 
on  "  submitting "  in  his  affidavit  in  answer  to  interrogatories,* 
"  that  he  was  not  bound  to  discover  "  Certain  matters,  because  the 
discovery  would  expose  him  to  penalties."  In  all  cases  of  this  kind 
the  court  must  see,  from  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and  the 
nature  of  the  evidence  which  the  witness  is  called  to  give,  that 
reasonable  grounds  exists  for  apprehending  danger  to  the  witness 
from  his  being  compelled  to  answer."  When,  however,  the  fact  of 
such  danger  is  once  made  to  appear,  considerable  latitude  should 
be  allowed  to  the  witness  in  judging  for  himself  of  the  effect  of  any 
particular  question;  for  it  is  obvious  that  a  question,  though  at 
first  sight  apparently  innocent,  may,  by  affording  a  link  in  a  chain 
of  evidence,  become  the  means  of  bringing  home  an  offence  to  the 


1  The  People  «.  Mather,  4  Wend.  253  254. 

''  See  R.  V.  Garbett,  2  C.  &  Kir.  495;  1  Den.  258,  S.  C,  Fisher  v.  Eonalds 
12  Com.  B.  762,  per  Jervis,  C.  J.,  and  Maule,  J.;  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  3  H.  &  N. 
361,  362,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.;  and  In  re  Mexican  &  S.  Amer.  Co.,  Ex  p. 
Aston,  28  L.  J.,  Ch.  634;  4  De  Gex  &  J.  220;  27  Beav.  474,  S.  C. 

'  Ex  p.  Reynolds,  re  Reynolds,  L.  R.,  20  Ch.  D.  294,  per  Ct.  of  App.; 
15  Cox,  108;  and  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  756,  S.  C,  following,  with  approval,  R.  v. 
Boyes,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  301;  9  Cox,  32;  1  B.  &  S.  311,  S.  C.  ;  Oshom  v. 
London  Dock  Co.,  10  Ex.  R.  701,  per  Parke  B.;  Sidebottom  v.  Adkins,  27  L. 
J.,  Ch.  152,  per  Stuart,  V.-C;  Ex  p.  Fernandez,  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  3,  39, 
40,  per  Willes,  J.  See  The  Mary  or  Alexandra,  38  L.  J.,  Adm.  29;  2  Law 
Rep.,  Adm.  &  Ecc.  319,  S.  C. 

*  See  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXI.,  R.  6,  cited  ante,  I  527. 

'  Scott  V.  Miller,  1  Johns.  328. 

«  R.  V.  Boyes,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  301,  303,  304,  per  Cockburn,  C.  J.;  1  B.  &  S. 
311,  S.  C.  See  Bunn  v.  Bunn,  3  New  R.  679,  per  Lds.  Js. ;  4  De  Gex,  J.  & 
S.  316,  S.  C. 
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party  answering."  On  the  whole,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  once  observed, 
"  these  objections  to  answering  should  be  held  to  very  strict 
rules;  "^  and,  in  some  way  or  other,  the  court  should  have 
the  sanction  of  an  oath  for  the  facts  on  which  the  objection  is 
founded.' 


§  1458.  If  the  prosecution  to  which  the  witness  might  be  ex-  §  1312 
posed,  or  his  liability  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  is  barred  by  lapse 
of  time;*  or  if  the  offence  has  been  pardoned,^  or  the  penalty  or 
forfeiture  waived;  or  if,  in  any  other  way,  the  reason  for  the 
privilege  has  ceased,  the  privilege  itself  will  cease  also,  and  the 
witness  will  be  bound  to  answer.*  A  witness,  too,  who  has  received 
a  pardon  under  the  great  seal,  will  thereby  loose  his  privilege,  even 
though  he  may  still,  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Settlement,'  be  ex- 
posed to  the  remote  contingency  of  an  impeachment  by  the  House 
of  Commons.'  Moreover,  a  witness  cannot  object  to  answer  a 
question  on  the  ground  that  he  is  a  foreigner,  and  that  his  answer 
will  render  him  liable  to  be  prosecuted  in  his  own  country.'  This 
protection,  too,  has,  possibly,  not  been  imported,  at  least  in  all  its 
strictness,  into  the  bankrupt  law;^"  and  although  a  mere  witness, 

1  Id.  ^  Vaillanti).  Dodemead,  2  Atk.  524. 

'  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  2  Swa^ist.  203,  per  Ld.  Eldon.     See  post,  §  1466. 

*  Eoberta  v.  AUatt,  M.  &  M.  192,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten, 
1  Mer.  400,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229,  253—255; 
Williams  v.  Farrington,  2  Cox,  Ch.  E.  202;  Davis  d.  Eeid,  5  Sim.  443. 

^  E.  V,  Boyes,  2  Post.  &  Fin.  157,  per  Martin  &  Wilde,  Bs.;  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
301,  S.  C,  per  tot.  cur.;  9  Cox,  32;  1  B.  &  S.  311,  S.  C.  This  decision  over- 
rules two  old  cases,  viz.,  E.  v.  Eeading,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  296,  and  E.  v.  Shaftes- 
bury, 8  id.  817. 

^  E.  v.  Charlesworth,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  326;  Wigr.  Disc.  83,  84,  and  cases 
there  cited. 

'  12  &  13  W.  3,  c.  2,  ?  3. 

8  E.  V.  Boyes,  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  301;  1  B.  &  S.  311;  9  Cox,  32,  S.  C. 

'  King  of  the  Two  Sicilies  v.  Willcox,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  301,  329—331,  per  Ld. 
Cranworth.  But  see  XJ.  S.  v.  M'Eae,  37  L.  J.,  Ch.  129;  3  Law  Eep.,  Ch.  App. 
79,  S.  C;  where  Ld.  Chelmsford,  C,  held,  that  a  plea  of  penalties  to  which 
the  defendant's  answer  may  expose  him  in  a  foreign  country,  is  a  good  plea 
to  discovery,  if  the  law  of  the  foreign  country  clearly  appears. 

i»  See  as  to  the  old  law,  E.  v.  Scott,  25  L.  J.,  M.  C.  128;  7  Cox,  164;  and 
Dear.  &  Bell,  47,  S.  C,  recognised  by  Ld.  Campbell  in  Goode  v.  Job,  28  L.  J., 
Q.  B.,  3;  1  E.  &  E.  9,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Cross,  Dear.  &  Bell,  68;  7  Cox,  226,  S.  C; 
E.  V.  Eobinson,  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  80;  36  L.  J.,  M.  C.  78,  S.  C;  12  &  13  V., 
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when  summoned  under  §  27  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  is  cer- 
tainly not  bound  ,to  answer  criminative  questions,'  the  debtor  him- 
self may,  as  it  seems,  be  compelled  to  do  so,''  and  the  answers  thus 
elicited  will  be  admissible  against  him  in  any  subsequent  criminal 
prosecution.^ 

§  1459.  Secondly,  it  has  been  much  debated,  whether  a  witness  §  131. 3 
is  bound  to  answer  any  question,  the  direct  and  immediate  effect  of 
answering  which  might  be  to  degrade  his  character.  On  this  sub- 
ject the  law  still  remains  in  a  somewhat  unsettled  state,  but  thus 
much  would  seem  to  be  clear;  viz.,  that  where  the  transaction,  to 
which  the  witness  is  interrogated,  forms  any  material  part  of  the 
issue,  he  will  be  obliged  to  give  evidence,  however  strongly  it  may 
reflect  on  his  own  conduct.'  Indeed,  it  would  be  alike  unjust  and 
impolitic  to  protect  a  witness  from  answering  a  question,  merely  be- 
cause it  would  have  the  effect  of  degrading  him,  when  his  testimony- 
might  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  property,  the  reputation, 
the  liberty,  or  the  life  of  a  fellow-subject,  or  might  at  least  be  required 
for  the  due  administration  of  public  justice.  "Were  such  a  rule  of 
protection  to  prevail,  a  man  who  had  been  convicted  and  punished 
for  a  crime,  would,  if  called  as  a  witness  against  an  accomplice,  be 
excused  from  testifying  to  any  of  the  transactions  in  which  he  had 
participated  Wjith  the  accused,  and  thus  the  guilty  might  escape. 


'c.  106,  II  117,  260;  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60,  §?  306,  385,  Ir.;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  134,  ?§= 
102,  189. 

'  In  re  Firth,  ex  p.  Schofield,  46  L.  J.  Bk.  112,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R.,  6  Ch.. 
D.  230,  S.  C,  nom.  Ex.  p.  Schofield,  in  re  Firth. 

^  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  ?  17, — after  empowering  the  court  to  examine  upon  oathi 
the  debtor  as  to  his  conduct,  dealings,  and  property, — goes  on  to  provide  in. 
subs.  8,  that  the  debtor  must  "  answer  all  such  questions  as  the  court  may  put 
or  allow  to  be  put  to  him.  Such  notes  of  the  examination  as  the  court  thinks 
proper  shall  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  shall  be  read  over  to  and  signed  by- 
the  debtor,  and  may  thereafter  be  used  in  evidence  against  him;  they  shall 
also  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  any  creditor  at  all  reasonable  times."  Under 
?  24,  the  debtor  must  also,  at  the  first  meeting  of  creditors,  submit,  among 
other  things,  to  "such  examination  in  respect  of  his  property  or  his  creditors," 
"  as  may  be  reasonably  required  by  the  official  receiver,  special  manager,  or 
trustee,  or  may  be  prescribed  by  general  rules,  or  be  directed  by  the  court  by 
any  special  order. ' ' 

'  E.  V.  Hillam,  12  Cox,  174,  per  Quain,  J. ;  E.  v.  Cherry,  id.  32. 

*  See  ante,  U  1436,  1440. 
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§  1460.  Where,  however,  the  question  is  not  directly  material  j  1314 
to  the  issue,  but  is  only  put  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  character, 
and  consequent  credit,  of  the  witness,  there  is  much  more  room  for 
doubt.  Several  of  the  older  dicta  and  authorites  tend  to  show,  that 
in  such  case  the  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer;'  but  the  privilege, 
if  it  still  exists,  is  certainly  much  discountenanced  in  the  practice  , 
of  modern  times.  ^  Even  Lord  Ellenborough, — who  is  reported  to 
have  held  on  one  occasion,'  that  a  witness  was  not  bound  to  state 
whether  he  had  not  been  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  a  house  of 
correction,  and  on  another,  that  the  question  could  not  so  much  as 
be  put  to  him,* — seems  in  a  later  case  to  have  disregarded  the  rules 
thus  enunciated  by  himself;  for,  on  a  witness  declining  to  say 
whether  or  not  he  been  confined  for  theft  in  gaol,  his.  lordship 
harshly  observed,  "If  you  do  not  answer  the  question,  I  will  send 
you  there."  ^  No  doubt  cases  may  arise,  where  the  judge,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion,  would  very  properly  interpose  to  protect 
the  witness  from  unnecessary  and  unbecoming  annoyance.  For 
instance,  all  inquires  into  discreditable  transactions  of  a  remote 
date,  might,  in  general,  be  rightly  suppressed;  for  the  interests  of 
justice  can  seldom  require  that  the  errors  of  a  man's  life,  long  since 
repented  of,  and  forgiven  by  the  community,  should  be  recalled  to 
remembrance  at  the  pleasure  of  any  future  litigant.  So,  questions 
respecting  alleged  improprieties  of  conduct,  which  furnish  no  real 
ground  for  assuming  that  a  witness  who  could  be  guilty  of  them 
would  not  be  a  man  of  veracity,  might  very  fairly  be  checked. 


§  1461.  But  the  rule  of  protection  should  not  be  further  ex-    j  1315 
tended;  for,  if  the  inquiry  relates  to  transactions  comparatively 


'  R.  V.  Cook,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  334,  335,  per  Treby,  C.  J.;  K.  v.  Freind,  id,  17, 
per  id.;  R  v.  Layer,  16  id.  161,  per  Pratt,  C.  J.;  R.  v.  O'Coigly,  26  id.  1351— 
1353;  Macbride  v.  Macbride,  4  Esp.  242,  per  Ld.  Ah-anley;  Dodd  v.  Norris,  3 
Camp.  519;  R.  v.  Hodgson,  E.  &  E.  211. 

^  Parkhurst  i:  Lowten,  1  Mer.  400,  per  Ld.  Eldon ;  2  Swanst.  216,  S.  C. ; 
Cundell  v.  Pratt,  M.  &  M.  108,  per  Best,  C.  J. ;  Roberts  r.  Allatt,  id.  192,  per 
Ld.  Tenterden;  R.  v.  Edwards,  4  T.  R.  440.  See,  also,  cases  cited  ante,  ? 
1.436,  n.  2,  and  ?  1441,  n.  5. 

'  Millman  v.  Tucker,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  222. 

*  R.  V.  Lewis,  4  Esp.  226. 

*  Frost  V.  Holloway,  cited  1  St.  Ev.  197,  n.  n;  and  2  Ph.  Ev.  428. 
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recent,  bearing  directly  upon  the  moral  principles  of  the  witness, 
and  his  present  character  for  veracity,  it  is  not  easy  to  perceive  why 
he  should  be  privileged  from  answering,  notwithstanding  the  answer 
may  disgrace  him.  It  has,  indeed,  been  termed  a  harsh  alternative 
to  compel  a  witness  either  to  commit  perjury  or  to  destroy  his  own 
reputation; '  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  obviously  most  important, 
that  the  jury  should  have  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  character  of 
the  witness,  and  of  thus  forming  something  like  a  correct  estimate 
of  the  value  of  his  evidence.  Moreover,  it  seems  absurd  to  place 
the  mere  feelings  of  a  profligate  witness  in  competition  with  the 
substantial  interests  of  the  parties  in  the  cause. '^ 


§  1462.  However,  the  law  may  be  ultimately  determined  on  the  j  1316 
point  just  discussed,  it  seems  to  be  generally  conceded,  that  where 
the  answer,  which  the  witness  may  give,  will  not  immediately  and 
certainly  show  his  infamy,  but  will  only  indirectly  tend  to  disgrace 
him,  he  may  be  compeilled  to  reply.'  With  respect,  however,  to 
questions  which  have  a  tendency  to  degrade  the  witness,  as  involv- 
ing the  fact  of  his  previous  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  it  seems 
that  an  objection  may  be  taken  on  the  ground  that  such  a  fact 
can  only  in  strictness  be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  record;* 
for,  although  the  parol  admissions  of  parties  are  now  receivable  in 
evidence,  notwithstanding  they  relate  to  the  contents  of  deeds  or 
records,^  witnesses  cannot  be  forced  in  a  court  of  justice  to  make 
any  such  admissions.  Still,  in  practice  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
questions  of  this  nature  are  very  frequently  allowed  to  be  put,  and 
where  the  object  is  to  discredit  a  witness,  he  is  constantly-  asked  in 


•  1  St.  Ev.  193.  '  Id. 

'  Maobride  v.  Macbride,  4  Esp.  242,  per  Ld.  Alvanley;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten, 
1  Mer.  400,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  2  Swanst.  194,  216,  S.  C. ;  The  People  v.  Mather,, 
4  Wend.  232,  252,  254,  per  Massey,  J. ;  Cundell  v.  Pratt,  M.  &  M.  108,  per 
Best,  C.  J. 

'  Macdonnell  v.  Evans,  21  L.  J.,  C.  P.  142,  per  Cresswell,  J.;  11  Com.  B. 
935,  S.  C.  But  see  Henman  v.  Lester,  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.  366;  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
776,  S.  C. 

^  Slatterie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  &  "W.  664;  Earle  v.  Picken,  5  C.  &  P.  542,  per 
Parke,  B.     See  ante,  U  410—413. 
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cross-examination  whether  he  has  not  been  insolvent,  or-  has  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.' 

§  1463.^  At  one  time  it  was  considered  doubtful,  whether  a  §  1317 
witness  could  be  compelled  to  answer,  where  by  so  doing  he  would 
subject  himself  to  a  civil  action  or  pecuniary  loss,  or  would  charge 
himself  with  a  debt.  This  question  was  much  discussed  in  Lord 
Melville's  case;  and  being  finally  submitted  to  the  judges,  eight 
of  them,  with  the  Chancellor  and  Lord  Eldon,  were  of  opinion 
that  a  witness  in  such  case  was  bound  to  answer,  while  four 
thought  he  Was  not.'  To  remove  the  doubts,  which  such  a 
diversity  of  opinion  thre^  over  the  subject,  a  statute  was  passed,* 
declaring  "  that  a  witness  cannot  by  law  refuse  to  answer  a  ques- 
tion relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  the  answering  of  which  has  no 
tendency  to  accuse  himself,  or  to  expose  him  to  penalty  or  forfeiture  \ 

of  any  nature  whatsoever,  by  reason  only,,  or  on  the  sole  ground, 
that  the  answering  of   such  question  may   establish,  or  tend  to 
establish,  that  he  owes  a  debt,  or  is  otherwise  subject  to  a  civil ' 
suit,  either  at  the  instance  of  the  Crown,  or  of  any  Other  person  or 
persons." 

§  1464.  Though  the  statute  just  cited  does  not  in  terms  refer  to  I  1318 . 
the  production  of  documents,  its  spirit  seems  strictly  applicable  to 
such  a  case;  and  accordingly  it  has  been  held,  that  a  witness 
cannot  be  excused  from  producing  papers  in  his  possession, 
merely  bec'ause  their  production  may  subject  him  to  a  civil  action, 
or  be  otherwise  prejudicial  to  his  pecuniary  interests.^  If,  indeed, 
the  documents  called  for  be   the  title  deeds  of  the  witness,  or. 


'  Macdonnell  J).  Evans,  21  L.  J.,  C.  P.  145,  per  Williams,  J.;  11  Com.  B. 
945,  S.  C.  ^  ar.  Ev.  452,  in  part. 

'  6  Pari.  Deb.  167—245. 

*  46  G.  3,  c.  37.  The  law  in  New  York  is  the  same,  Civ.  Code,  §  1854.  In 
America  the  English  Act  is  generally  considered  as  declaratory  of  the  trae 
doctrine  of  the  common  law.  See  Bull  v.  Loveland,  10  Pick.  9;  Baird  v. 
Cochran,  4  Serg.  &  R.  397;  Naylor  u.  Semmes,  4  Gill  &  J.  273;  Stoddart  «. 
Manning,  2  Har.  &  G.  147;  Copp  v.  Upham,  4  New  Hamps.  159. 

^  Doe  V.  Date,  3  Q.  B.  609,  618,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  Doe  v.  Ld.  Egremont,  2 
M.  &Eob.  386,  per  Rolfe,  B.  These  cases  appear  to  overrule  Miles  «.  Dawson, 
1  Esp.  405,  and  Laing  v.  Barclay,  3  Stark.  E.  42. 
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perhaps,  if  they  be  instruments  in  the  nature  of  title,  deeds,  they 
will  fall  within  the  rule  of  protection; '  because,  in  the  present  com- 
plicated state  of  the  law  of  real  property,  it  might  cause  infinite 
mischief,  if  witnesses  were  compellable  to  disclose  by  what  titb 
they  held  their  estates.  So,  a  witness,  or  a  party  in  the  cause,  is 
not  bound  to  produce  any  documents  which  may  render  him  liable 
to  punishment,  or  expose  him  to  penalty  or  forfeiture,^  anless  they 
be  of  a  public  nature,  or  such  as  are  directed  by  statute  to  be  kept 
and  produced.' 


§  1465.  In  all  the  cases  hitherto  put,  where  the  witness  is  not  ^  ^^^^ 
compellable  to  answer,  or  to  produce  documents,  the  privilege  is 
his  and  not  that  of  the  party;*  and,  consequently,  counsel  in  the 
cause  will  not  be  permitted  to  make  the  objection,^  Neither  will 
the  witness  be  allowed  to  employ  counsel  of  his  own  to  support 
his  claim  to  protection.^  Nor  even  is  the  judge  bound,  as  it  would 
seem,  to  warn  the  witness  of  his  right  to  demur  to  the  question,'  ' 
though,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  he  may  occasionally  deem 
it  proper  to  do  so.'  At  one  time  it  was  thought,  that  if  a  witness 
chose  to  reply  in  part,  he  might  be  compelled  to  answer  everything 
relative  to  the  transaction;  but  this  doctrine  has  been  overruled  by 
a  majority  of  the  fifteen  judges,  and  it  is  now  finally  determined 
that,  after  a  witness  has  been  sworn,  he  may  claim  his  protection  at 
any  stage  of  the  inquiry,  and  if  he  do  so,  he  cannot  be  forced  to 
answer  any  additional  questions  tending  to    criminate  him.      In 


'  Doe  V.  Date,  3  Q.  B.  609;  Pickering  v.  Noyes,  1  B.  &  C.  263;  1  St. 
Ev.  88. 

^  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  1  Mer.  400;  2  Swanst.  216,  S.  C. ;  "Whitaker  v.  Izod, 
2  Taunt.  115;  E.  v.  Dixon,  3  Burr.  1687.  But  see  E.  «.  Leatham,  8  Cox,  501, 
per  Blackburn,  J.,  et  qu.     See,  also,  E.  v.  Leatham,  3  E.  &  E.  658. 

"  Bradshaw  v.  Murphy,  7  C.  &  P.  612. 

*  E.  V.  Kinglake,  11  Cox,  499. 

*  Thomas  v.  Newton,  M.  &  M.  48,  n.,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  E.  v.  Adey,  1  M. 
&  Bob.  94,  per  id.  See  Mareton  v.  Downes,  1  A  &  E.  34,  per  Ld.  Denman; 
and  Doe  v.  Date,  3  Q.  B.  609. 

=  Doe  V.  Ld.  Egremont,  2  M.  &.  Eob.  386;  Doe  v.  Date,  3  Q.  B.  621,  per 
Coleridge,   J.,  citing  a  decision  of  Park,  J. 

'  Att.-Gen.  V.  Eadloff,  10  Ex.  E.  88,  per  Parke,  B. 

8  Paxton  V.  Douglas,  16  Ves.  242;  Fisher  v.  Eonalds,  12  Com.  B.  764,  per 
Maule,  J.;  E.  v.  Boyes,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  158,  per  Martin,  B. 
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short,  he  cannot  be  carried  further  than  he  chooses  voluntarily  to 
go  himself/ 

§  1466.  On  two  occasions  attempts  have  been  made  to  extend  §  1320 
to  an  unwarrantable  le'ngth  this  protection  against  self -crimination. 
In  the  one  case  an  action  had  been  brought  against  Cardinal 
Wiseman  for  an  alleged  libel,  to  which  the  defendant  had  pleaded 
not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  the  plaintiff 
failed  in  his  attempts  to  prove  the  fact  of  publication,  and  as  a  last 
resource  he  proposed  to  examine  the  defendant  himself.  The  Car- 
dinal through  his  counsel  declined  to  be  sworn,  urging  that,  on  the 
simple  issue  of  "  guilty  or  not  guilty,"  no  question  could  legally  be 
put  to  him,  the  answer  to  which  would  not  fall  within  the  rule  of 
protection,  and  that  it  was  alike  useless  and  vexatious  to  swear  a 
man,  when  no  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue  could  be,  extracted 
from  him.  On  the  other  hand  it  was  urged  with  much  force,  that 
the  objection  had  been  taken  too  soon;  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
clear  right  to  call  his  opponent  as  a  witness,  to  cause  an  oath 
to  be  administered  to  him,  and  to  ask  him  whatever  questions  he 
liked  which  were  relevant  to  the  issue;  and  that  it  was  not  until 
after  the  defendant  had  been  sworn,  and  the  questions  had  been 
put  to  him,  that  he  was  legally  entitled  to  claim  his  protection. 
The  learned  judge  erroneously  ruled  that  the  Cardinal  need  not 
be  sworn,  but  the  only  result  of  this  ruling  was,  that  the  parties 
were  put  to  the  annoyance  and  expense  of  a  new  trial,  which  in 
due  course  was  granted  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer.^  The  other 
case^   involved  the  same  principle.      It  was  an  action  of  trover 


'  R.  V.  Garbett,  1  Den.  236;  2  C.  &  Kir.  474,  S.  C— pro,  Parke,  Alderson, 
Eolfe,  Piatt,  Bs.,  Coltman,  Maule,  Wightman,  Cresswell,  Williams,  Js. ;  con. 
Ld.  Denmnn,  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Patteson,  Coleridge,  Erie,"  J.;  King 
of  the  Two  Sicilies  v.  Wilcox,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  301,  320,  321,  per  Ld.  Cranworth, 
These  cases  overrule  Dixon  v.  Vale,  1  C.  &  P.  278,  per  Best,  C.  J. ;  East  v. 
Chapman,  2  C.  &  P.  573,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. ;  M.  &  M.  47,  S.  C. ;  and  Ewing 
V.  Osbaldiston,  6  Sim.  608;  and  confirm  Ex  p.  Cossens,  re  Warrall,  Buck, 
531,  545,  per  Ld.  Eldon.  See,  however,  Chad  wick  v.  Chad  wick,  22  L.  J.,  Ch. 
329,  per  Turner,  V.-C. 

^  Boyle  V.  Wiseman,  10  Ex.  E.  647.  The  new  trial  was  granted  on  the 
26th  Jan.,  1855,  and  lOOOZ.  damages  were  ultimately  awarded. 

'  Osborni).  The  London  Dock  Co.,  10  Ex.  E.  698.  But  see  Tupling  v.  Ward, 
H.  &  N.  749;  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  222,  s!  C. 
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brought  by  one  Osborn  against  the  London  Dock  Company  for 
certain  pipes  of  port  wine.  The  defendants  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  had  deposited  with  them  "sour  wine,"  the  produce  of 
"rummage  sales,"  and  that  afterwardsj  by  some  means  which  were 
not  miraculous  but  fraudulent,  the  wine  had  been  converted  into 
"sound  port."  The  theory  was,  that  the  sour  wine  had  been 
recently  abstracted,  and  the  empty  pipes  had  been  refilled  by 
tapping  the  other  stores  in  the  Dock.  To  assist  the  defendants 
in  establishing  this  case,  they  applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  de- 
liver interrogatories  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  court,  after  argument, 
granted  the  application,  although  it  was  strenuously  argued  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  as  the  sole  object  of  the  questions  was  to 
fix  him  with  a  guilty  participation  in  the  fraud,  he  had  clearly  a 
right  to  refuse  to  answer  them. 


§  1467.  It  has  been  stated  more  than  once,  that,  if  the  witness  ^  1321 
decliijes  to  answer,  no  inference  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  can  be 
drawn  from  the  circumstance;'  but  the  soundness  of  this  rule  is 
very  questionable;  and  although  it  would  be'  going  too  far  to  say 
that  the  guilt  of  the  witness  must  be  implied  from  his  silence,  it 
would  seem  that,  in  accordance  with  justice  and  reason,  the  jury 
should  be  at  full  liberty  to  consider  that  circumstance,  as  well  as 
every  other,  when  they  come  to  decide  on  the  credit  due  to  the 
witness.^  A  perfectly  honourable  but  excitable  man  may  occa- 
sionally repudiate  a  question,  which  he  regards  as  an  insult;  and  to 
infer  dishonour  from  his  conduct  would,  of  course,  be  unjust;'  but 
generally  speaking,  an  honest  witness  will  be  eager  to  rescue  his 
character  from  suspicion,  and  will  at  once  deny  the  imputation, 
rather  than  rely  on  his  legal  rights,  and  refuse  to  answer  the  offen- 
.  sive  interrogatory.* 


'  Rose«,  Blakemore;  Ry.  &  M.  383,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.;  E.  v.  "Watson,  2 
Stark.  E.  158,  per  Holroyd,  J.;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  495,  S.  C;  Lloyd  v.  Passing- 
ham,  16  Ves.  64,  per  Ld.  Eldon  ;  Millman  v.  Tucker,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  222,  per 
Ld.  EUenborough.  ■ 

'  See  per  Bayley,  J.,  in  E.  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  R.  153  ;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  491, 
S.  C. ;  Ey.  &  M.  384,  385,  n.  "  2  Ph.  Ev.  429. 

*  1  St.  Ev.  197. 
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§  J  468.  It  has  before  been  shown,  while  treating  of  evidence  §  1322 
excluded  from  public  policy,'  that  in  certain  other  cases  witnesses 
cannot  be  compelled,  and  in  some  they  will  not  be  allowed,  to 
answer  questions  put  to  them;  as,  for  instance,  where  they  are 
interrogated  with  respect  to  privileged  communications,  secrets  of 
State,  and  some  other  subjects.  As  these  matters  have  been 
already  discussed,  it  is  unnecessary  to  make  any  further  reference 
to  them  in  the  present  chapter,  excepting  to  state  as  a  general  rule 
of  law,  that  a  witness  cannot  object  to  answer  any  question,  merely 
because  it  relates  to  private  matters,  or  because  it  is  immaterial, 
unless  the  answer  can  be  withheld  on  some  specific  ground  of 
privilege." 


1323 


§  1469.  Before  leaving  the  subject  of  cross-examination,  it  will 
be  right  to  allude  to  the  effect  on  the  trial,  which  would  be  pro- 
duced by  the  death  or  sickness  of  the  witness  between  his  examina- 
tion in  chief  and  his  cross-examination.  This  subject  was  much 
canvassed  in  Ireland  a  few  years  baftk,  in  the  case  of  K.  v.  Doolin,^ 
where  a  witness  for  the  Crown  having  been  suddenly  taken  ill  on 
cross-examination,  the  question  was,  whether  the  conviction  of 
the  prisoner  upon  his  testimony  was  legal.  The  twelve  judges  were 
almost  equally  divided  in  opinion,  but  the  majority  held  that  the 
conviction  was  good,  and  they  drew  a  somewhat  questionable 
analogy  between  this  case,  where  the  testimony  had  been  stopped 
by  the  act  of  God,  and  that  of  dying  declarations,  or  of  depositions 
before  coroners  where  the  witness  had  died  before  the  trial.  In  a 
case  which  came  before  a  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  a  witness  made 
an  affidavit,  and  died  before  she  could  be  cross-examined.  Under 
these  circumstances,  an  objection  was  taken  that  the  affidavit  could 
not  be  received  in  evidience,  but  Lord  Eomilly  thought  otherwisej 
and  admitted  it  at  the  hearing.* 


§  1470.^  After  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  his  credit   J  1324 


'  Ante,  Partii.,  Chap.  xvi. 

2  Tippins  «.  Coates,  6  Hare,  16.  '  Jebb,  C.  C.  123. 

•  Davies  v.  Otty,  35  Beav.  208 ;  Elias  v.  Griffith,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  806,  per  Hall, 
V.-C.     But  see,  Dunne  v.  English,  18  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  524,  per  Jessel,  M.  R. 
5  Gr.  Ev.  I  461,  in  part.  ' 
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may  he  impeached,  not  only  by  means  of  cross-examination,  but  in 
various  other  modes.  First,  witnesses  may  be  called  to  disprove 
such  of  the  facts  stated  by  him,  whether  in  his  direct  or  cross- 
examination,  as  are  material  to  the  issue; '  next,  proof  may  be 
given,  under  certain  restrictions  as  before  pointed  out,^  of  state- 
ments made  by  tbe  witness  inconsistent  with  his  testimony  at  the 
trial;  and  thirdly,  evidence  may  be  adduced  reflecting  on  his 
character  for  veracity.^  But  here  the  evidence  must  be  confined 
to  his  general  reputation,  and  will  not  be  permitted  as  to  particular 
facts;  for  every  man  is  supposed  to  be  capable  of  supporting  the 
one,  but  it  is  not  likely  that  he  should  be  prepared,  without 
notice,  to  answer  the  other.*  Besides,  the  mischief  of  raising 
collateral  issues  would  itself  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  adop- 
tion of  this  rule.^  The  regular  mode  of  examining  into  the 
character  of  the  person  in  question,  is  to  ask  the  witness  whether 
he  knows  his  general  reputation  among  his  neighbours, — what 
that  reputation  is, — and  whether,  from  such  knowledge,  he  would 
believe  him  upon  his  oath.'  The  propriety  of  this  last  question, 
although  upheld  in  England,  and  sustained  by  no  inconsiderable 
weight  of  authority  in  the  United  States,'  has  been  questioned 
by  several  of  the  American  judges;  and  it  seems  that,  in  some 
at  least  of  the  American  courts,  a  witness  will  not  be  permitted 
to  state  his  own  opinion  that  another  witness  is  not  worthy  of 
belief.' 


'  As  to  what  are  material,  see  ante,  §  316,  et  seq.  and  I  1434,  et  seq. 

^  Ante,  |§  1426,  1445,  1446.  ^  See  ante,  I  349,  et  seq. 

*  B.  N.  P.  296,  297;  R.  v.  Rookwood,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  210,  per  Trevor,  Att.- 
Gen.,  argu.;  R.  v.  Layer,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  285,  per  Pratt,  C.  J.  See  Carlos  v. 
Brook,  10  Ves.  49;  Penny  v.  Watts,  2  De  Gex  &  Sm,  501,  527,  528. 

5-  R.  V.  Rookwood,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  311,  per  Ld.  Holt. 

"  R.  V.  Brown,  36  L.  J.,  M.  C.  59;  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  C.  70,  S.  C;  R.  v.  "Wat- 
son, 32  How.  St.  Tr.  495,  496;  R.  v.  De  la  Motte,  21  How.  St.  Tr.  811,  per 
Buller,  J.;  Mawson  v.  Hartsink,  4  Esp.  103,  104,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  The 
People  V.  Mather,  4  Wend.  257,  258;  The  State  v.  Boswell,  2  Dev.  209,  211; 
Anon.,  1  Hill,  S.  Car.  R.  258. 

'  Cases  cited  in  last  note.     See  ante,  ?  350. 

*  Gass  ).  Stinson,  2  Sumn.  610,  per  Story.  J.;  Kimmel  v.  Kimmel,  3  Serg. 
&  R.  336—338;  Vike  v.  Lightner,  11  Serg.  &  R.  198;  Swift,  Ev.  143; 
Phillips  V.  Kingfield,  1  Applet.  375.  In  this  last  case,  the  subject  was  ably 
examined  by  Shepley,  J.,  who  observed: — "The  opinions  of  a  witness  are 
not  legal  testimony  except  in  special  cases;  such,  for  example,  as  experts  in 
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§  1471.  Whether  the  inquiry  into  the  general  character  of  a  5  1325 
witness  shall  be  restricted  to  his  reputation  for  veracity,  or  may  be 
made  in  general  terms,  involving  his  entire  moral  character  and 
estimation  in  society,  is  a  point  not  yet  definitely  settled.  Still, 
when  it  is  considered  how  intimate  is  the  connexion  between  one 
crime  and  another,  and  moreover,  how  difficult  it.^may  be  to  find 
a  witness,  who  can,  in  strictness,  testify  as  to  the  character  of 
another  for  veracity,  though  that  other  may,  in  the  language  of  Sir 
Charles  Wetherell,  have  been  notoriously  "  guilty  of  crimes  under 
every  letter  of  the  alphabet," '  and  be  consequently  undeserving 
of  the  slightest  credit, — it  certainly  appears  reasonable  that  the 
question  as  to  reputation  should  be  put  in  the  most  general  form, 
the  opposite  party  being  at  liberty  to  inquire  whether,  notwith- 
standing the  bad  character  of  the  witness  in  other  respects,  he  has 
not  preserved  his  reputation  for  truth.  Indeed,  one  or  two  English 
authorities  seem  to  sanction  Ihis  course;  ^  and  although  a  stricter 
rule  is  said  to  prevail  in  some  of  the  United  States,  in  others,  as 
for  instance,  in  North  and  South  Carolina,  and  in  Kentucky,  the 
general  range  of  inquiry  which  is  here  recommended,  is  distinctly 
allowed.^ 

some  profession  or  art,  those  of  the  witnesses  to  a  will,  and  in  our  practice, 
opinions  on  the  value  of  property.  In  other  cases,  the  witness  is  not  to 
substitute  his  opinion  for  that  of  the  jury;  nor  are  they  to  rely  on  any  such 
opinion  instead  of  exercising  their  own  judgment,  taking  into  consideration 
the  whole  testimony.  To  permit  the  opinion  of  a  witness,  that  another  wit- 
ness should  not  be  believed,  to  be  received  aud  acted  on  by  a  jury,  is  to  allow 
the  prejudices,  passions  and  feelings  of  the  witness,  to  form,  in  part  at  least, 
the  elements  of  their  judgment.  To  authorise  the  question" to  be  put,  whether 
the  witness  would  believe  another  witness  on  oath,  although  sustained  by  no 
inconsiderable  weight  of  authority,  is  to  depart  from  sound  principles  and 
established  rules  of  law  respecting  the  kind  of  testimony  to  be  admitted  for 
the  consideration  of  a  jury,  and  their  duties  in  deciding  upon  it.  It  moreover 
would  permit  the  introduction  and  indulgence  in  courts  of  justice  of  personal 
and  party  hostilities,  and  of  every  unworthy  motive  by  which  man  can  be 
actuated,  to  form  the  basis  of  an  opinion  to  be  expressed  to  a  jui-y  to  influence 
their  decision."  p.  379.  But  qusere,  whether  a  witness  to  impeach  reputation 
may  not  be  asked,  in  cross-examination,  if  he  would  not  believe  the  principal 
witness  on  oath. 

'  E.  t).  Watson,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  458. 

2  R.  V.  Eookwood,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  211:  Carpenter  v.  "Wall,  11  A.  &  E. 
803;  Ld.  Stafford's  case.  7  How.  St.  Tr.  1459,  1478;  Sharp  v.  Scogiug,  Holt, 
N.  P.  R.  541,  per  Gibbs,  C.  J. 

'  Anon.,  1  Hill,  251,  258,  259;  The   State  v.  Boswell,   2   Dev.    209,   210; 
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§  1472.'  It  is  not,  however,  enough  that  the  impeaching  witness  ^  1326 
should  profess  merely  to  state  what  he  has  heard  "others"  say; 
for  those  others  may  be  but  few.  He  must  be  able  to  state  what 
is  generally  said  of  the  person,  by  those  among  whom  he  dwells, 
or  with  whom  he  is  chiefly  conversant;  for  it  is  this  only  which 
constitutes  his  general  reputaition.^  And,  in  ordinary  cases,  .the 
witness  should  himself  come  from  the  neighbourhood  of  the  indi- 
vidual whose  character  is  in  question;  for  if  he  be  a  stranger,  sent 
thither  by  the  adverse  party  to  learn  his  character,  he  will  not  be 
allowed  to  testify  as  to  the  result  of  his  inquiries." 

§  1473.  Where  the  general  reputation  of  a  witness   has   been    ?  1327 
thus  impeached,  the  party  calling  him  may  reesfdblish  his  credit, 

Hume  V.  Scott.  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  261,  262.  In  this  last  case,  Mills,  J.,  makes 
■  the  following  observations: — "Every  person,  conversant  with  human  nature, 
must  be  sensible  of  the  kindred  nature  of  the  vices  to  which  it  is  addicted. 
So  true  is  this,  that,  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  one  vice  of  a  particular 
character,  is  frequently  to  prove  the  existence  of  more  at  the  same  time,  in 
the  same  individual.  Add  to  this,  that  the  persons  of  infamous  character  may 
and  do  frequently  exist,  who  have  formed  no  character  as  to  their  lack  of 
truth;  and  society  may  have  never  had  the  opportunity  of  ascertaining,  that 
they  are  false  in  their  w6rds  or  oaths.  At  the  same  time  they  may  be  so 
notoriously  guilty  of  acting  falsehood,  in  frauds,  forgeries,  and  other  crimes, 
as  would  leave  no  doubt  of  their  being  capable  of  speaking  and  swearing  it, 
especially  as  they  may  frequently  depose  falsehood  with  greater  security 
against  detection,  than  practise  those  other  vices.  In  such  cases,  and  with 
such  characters,  ought  the  jury  to  be  precluded  from  drawing  inferences  un- 
favourable to  their  truth  as  witnesses  by  excluding  their  general  turpitude? 
By  the  character  of  every  individual,  that  is,  by  the  estimation  in  which  he 
is  held  by  the  society  or  neighbourhood  where  he  is  conversant,  his  word  and 
his  oath  is  estimated.  If  that  is  free  from  imputation,  his  testimony  weighs 
well.  If  it  is  sullied,  in  the  same  proportion  his  word  will  be  doubted.  We 
conceive  it  perfectly  safe,  and  most  conducive  to  the  purposes  of  justice,  to 
trust  the  jury  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  standing  of  a  witness,  into  whose 
character  an  inquiry  is  made.  It  will  not  thence  ibllow,  that  from  minor 
vices  they  will  draw  the  conclusion,  in  every  instance,  that  his  oath  must  be 
discredited,  but  only  be  put  on  their  guard  to  scrutinise  his  statements  more 
strictly;  while  in  cases  of  vile  reputation  in  other  respects,  they  would  be 
warranted  in  disbelieving  him,  though  he  had  never  been  called  so  often  to  the 
book  as  to  fix  upon  him  the  reputation  of  a  lip,r,  when  on  oath." 

1  Gr.  Ev.  I  461,  in  part. 

■^  Boynton  v.  Kellogg,  3  Mass.  192,  per  Parsons,  C.  J.;  Wike  i,.  Lightner,  11 
Serg.  &  R.  198—200;  Kimmel  v.  Kimmel,  3  Serg.  &  R.  337,  338. 

'  Mawson  v.  Hartsink,  4  Esp.  103,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Douglass  v.  Tou- 
sey,  2  Wend.  352. 
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by  cross-examining  the  witnesses,  who  have  spoken  against  him, 
as  to  their  means  of  knowledge  and  the  grounds  of  their  opinion, 
or  as  to  their  hostile  feelings  towards  the  person  whose  testimony 
they  have  discredited,^  or  as  to  their  own  character  and  conduct,  or 
by  calling  other  witnesses,  either  to  support  the  character  of  the 
first  witness,^  or  to  attack  in  their  turn  the  general  reputation  of 
the  impeaching  witnesses.*  How  far  this  plan  of  recrimination 
may  be  carried,  is  not  yet  formally  determined;  though  the  practice 
is  said  by  some  lawyers  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  doggerel  rule 
of  the  civil  law, 

In  testem  testes,  et  in  hos,  sed  non  datnr  ultra; 

that  is,  a  discrediting  witness  may  himself  be  discredited  by  other 
witnesses,  but  no  further  witnesses  can  be  called  to  attack  the 
characters  of  these  last.^ 

■  §  1474.°  After  a  witness  has  been  cross-examined,  the  party  who  ?  1328 
called  him  has  a  right  to  re-examine  him,^  and  to  ask  all  questions 
which  may  be  proper  to  draw  forth  an  explanation  of  the  meaning 
of  the  expressions  used  by  the  witness  on  cross-examination,  if 
they  be  in  themselves  doubtful;  and  also  of  the  motive,  or  provoca- 
tion, which  induced  the  witness  to  use  those  expressions;  but 
he  has  no  right  to  go  further,  and  to  introduce  matter  new  in 
itself,  and  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  explaining  either  the 
expressions  or  the  motives  of  the  witness.'  This  point,  after 
having  been  much  discussed  in  the  Queen?s  case,  was  again  brought 
before  the  court  several  years  subsequently,  when  the  learned  judges 
held  it  to  be  settled  law,  that  proof,  on  cross-examination,  of  a 


'  Mawson  v.  Hartsink,  4  Esp.  103,  104. 

'  Long  v.  Lamkin,  9  Cush.  361,  365. 

»  R.  v.  Murphy,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  724,  725.  ♦  2  Ph.  Ev.  432. 

=  Lord  Stafford's  trial,  7  How.  St;  Tr.  1484. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  §  467,  in  great  part. 

'  "The  Chancery,  Ireland,  Act,  1867,"  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44,  attempts  to  guard 
against  legal  procrastination  by. enacting,  in  I  101,  that  "the  re-examination 
of  a  witness  shall  in  all  cases  follow  his  cross-examination,  and  shall  not,  ex- 
cept by  consent  or  special  order  of  the  court,  be  delayed  to  a  future  time." 

*  Such  was  the  opinion  of  seven  out  of  eight  judges  in  the  Queen's  case,  as 
delivered  by  Ld.  Tenterden,  2  B.  &  B.  297;  K.  v.  St.  George,  9  C.  &  P.  488, 
per  Parke,  B. 
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detached  statement  made  by  or  to  a  witness  at  a  former  time,  does 
not  authorise  proof  by  the  party  calling  that  witness  of  all  that  was 
said  at  the  same  time,  but  only  of  so  much  as  can  be  in  some  way 
connected  with  the  statement  proved.'  Therefore,  where  a  witness 
has  been  cross-examined  as  to  what  the  plaintiff  had  said  in  a  par- 
ticular conversation,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  be  re-examined 
as  to  other  assertions,  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  conver- 
sation, that  were  not  connected  with  the  assertions  to  which  the 
cross-examination  related,  although  they  were  connected  with  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit.^  But  if  a  witnsss  admits  on  cross- 
examination,  that  he  has  formerly  made  statements  inconsiptent 
with  his  present  testimony,  or  if  that  fact  be  proved  by  independent 
evidence,  the  witness  may  be  asked,  on  re-examination,  to  explain 
his  motives  for  making  such  inconsistent  statements.' 

§  1475.*  If  the  counsel  chooses  to  cross-examine  the  witness  as  J  1329 
to  facts  which  were  not  admissible  in  evidence,  the  other  party  has  a 
right  to  re-examine  him  as  to  the  evidence  so  given.  Thus,  where 
issue  was  joined  upon  a  plea  of  prescription  to  a  declaration  for 
trespass  in  G.,  and  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  were  asked,  in  cross- 
examination,  questions  respecting  ihe  user  in  other  places  than 
G.,  which  they  proved;  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  in  re-exami- 
nation, might  show  an  interruption  in  the  user  in  such  other 
places.*  But  an  adverse  witness  will  not  be  permitted  to  obtrude 
such  irrelevant  matter  in  answer  to  a  question  not  relating  to  it; 
and  if  he  should  do  so,  the  party  cross-examining  may  apply  to 
have  the  answer  struck  out  of  the  judge's  notes,  after'which  the 
witness  cannot  be  re- examined  on  the  subject.'  If,  however,  the 
cross-examining  counsel  omit  to  take  this  course,  the  re-examination 
will  be  allowed.' 


'  Prince  I).  Samo,  7  A.  &  E.  627;  3  N.  &  P.  139,  S.  C;  recognised  in  Sturge 
V.  Buchanan,  10  A.  &  E.  605. 

2  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  A.  &  E.  627.  In  this  case,  the  opinion  of  Ld.  Ten- 
terden,  in  the  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  298,  that  evidence  of  the  whole 
conversation,  if  connected  with  the  suit,  was  admissible,  though  it  related  to 
matters  not  touched  in  the  cross-examination,  was  considered  and  overruled. 

2  E.  V.  Woods,  1  Crawf.  &  D.,  C.  C.  439,  per  Burton,  J. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  I  468,  almost  verbatim. 

*  Blewett  V.  Tregonning,  3  A.  &  E.  554;  5  N.  &  M.  308,  S.  C. 

« Id.  3  A.  &  E.  554,  565,  581,  584.  '  Id. 
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§  1476.'  Where  evidence  of  contradictory  statements,  or  of  other  g  1330 
improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  a  witness,  has  been  either  elicited 
from  him  on  cross-examination,  or  obtained  from  other  witnesses, 
with  the  view  of  impeaching  his  veracity, — his  general  character 
for  truth  being  thus,  in  some  sort,  put  in  issue,  —  it  has  been 
deemed  reasonable  to  admit  general  evidence,  that  he  is  a  man  of 
strict  integrity  and  scrupulous  regard  for  truth.''  But  evidence 
that  he  has  on  other  occasions  made  statements  similar  to  what  he 
has  testified  in  the  cause,  is  not  admissible,'  unless  he  be  charged 
with  a  design  to  misrepresent,  in  consequence  of  his  relation  to 
the  party,  or  to  the  cause;  in  which  case  it  may  be  proper  to  show, 
that  he  has  made  a  similar  statement  before  that  relation  existed.* 
So,  if  the  character  of  a  deceased  attesting  witness  to  a  deed  or 
will  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  evidence  of  his  general 
good  character  is  admissible.  ^  But  mere  contradiction  among 
witnesses  examined  in  court  supplies  no  ground  for  admitting 
general  evidence  as  to  their  character;  ^  though  if  fraud,  or  other 
imprpper  conduct,  be  imputed  to  any  of  them,  such  evidence  will 
then  be  received.' 

§  1477.  The  judge  has  always  a  discretionary  power,  with  which    i  1331 
the  court  above  is  very  unwilling  to  interfere,*  of  recalling  witnesses 
at  any  stage  of  the  trial,  and  of  putting  such  legal  questions  to 
them  as  the  exingencies  of  justice  require.'     He  will  seldom,  how- 

'  Gr.  Ev.  I  469,  almost  verbatim. 

''  E.  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  E.  241;  Annesley  v.  Ld.  Anglesea,  17  How.  St.  Tr. 
1348. 

»B.  N.  P.  294;  E.  v.  Parker,  3  Doug.  242,  244,  per  Buller,  J.;  Anon.,  per 
Eyre,  C.  J.,  cited  2  Ph.  Ev.  445;  Berkeley  Peer.,  per  Ld.  Eedesdale,  cited  id. 
These  cases  overrule  Lutterell  v.  Eeynell,  1  Mod.  283. 

*  2  Ph.  Ev.  446;  2  Poth.,  Obi.  251. 

*  Doe  u  Stephenson,  3  Esp.  284;  4  Esp.  50,  S.  C,  cited  and  approved  by 
Ld.  Ellenborough  in  the  Bp.  of  Durham  v.  Beaumont,  1  Camp.  207 — 210,  and 
in  Pro  vis  v-  Eeed,  5  Bing.  435;  3  M.  &  P.  4,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Wood,  cited  by 
Burrough,  J. ,  5  Bing.  439. 

*  Bp.  of  Durham  v.  Beaumont,  1  Camp.  207. 

'  Annesley  v.  Ld.  Anglesea,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  1348. 

«  Middleton  v.  Barned,  4  Ex.  E.  243,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  E.  V.  Watson,  6  C.  &  P.  653.  The  same  law  prevails  in  Scotland,  for  the 
Act  of  15  &  16  v.,  c.  27,  J  4,  expressly  enacts,  that  "it  shall  be  competent 
to  the  presiding  judge  or  other  person  before  whom  any  trial  or  proot  shall 
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ever,  except  under  special  circumstances,  permit  a  plaintiff,  after 
his  case  is  closed,  to  recall  a  witness  to  prove  a  material  fact;' 
though  the  application  will  in  general  be  entertained,  if  made 
before  the  closing  of  the  plaintiff's  case.^  So,  if  it  be  discovered, 
after  a  witness  has  been  cross-examined,  that  his  testimony  at  the 
trial  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause  differs  from  some 
other  statement  formerly  made  by  him,  the  court  will  allow  him  to 
be  recalled  if  still  within  reach,  and  to  be  further  cross- examined) 
in  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  impeaching  his  credit  by  producing 
witnesses  to  contradict  him.^  If,  however,  the  witness  cannot  be 
found,  the  proof  of  the  other  statements  must  be  rejected.*  If  a 
question  has  been  omitted  in  the  examination  in  chief,  and  cannot, 
in  strictness,  be  asked  on  re-examination  as  hot  arising  out  of  the 
cross-examination,  it  is  usual  for  the  counsel  to  request  the  judge 
to  make  inquiry;  and  such  a  request  is  generally  granted.^ 


§  1478.  In  former  times,  when  the  evidence  of  witnesses  called  j  13^2 
on  opposite  sides  was  directly  conflicting,  the  court  would  often 
direct  that  the  witnesses  should  be  confronted;  and  on  one 
remarkable  occasion,  no  less  than  four  witnesses  were  for  this 
purpose  placed  together  in  the  box.'  This  practice, — which  is  still 
recognised  in  the  Ecclesiastical'  Courts  and  in  the  Probate  Division 
of  the  High  Court,'  and  which  prevails  largely  in  the  County 
Courts,  where  it  is  often  productive  of  highly  useful  results, — has, 
for  some  unexplained  reason,  .grown  into  comparative  disuse  at  Nisi 
Prius.  This  is  to  be  regretted;  for  the  practice  certainly  affords 
an  excellent  opportunity  of  contrasting  the  demeanour  of  the  op- 


proceed,  on  the  motion  of  either  party,  to  permit  any  witness,  who  shall  have 
been  examined  in  the  course  of  such  trial  or  proof,  to  be  recalled." 

1  Murray  v.  Sheriffs  of  Dublin,  Arm.  M.  &  O.  130,  per  Brady,  C.  B. ; 
Johnston  r.  Clinton,  id.  123,  per  id. ;  Kelly  i>.  Smith,  id.  150,  per  Crampton, 
J. ;  Bell  V.  Stewart,  id.  401,  per  Brady,  C.  B.  See  Bevan  v.  M'Mahon,  2  Swab. 
&  Trist.  55. 

^  White  V.  Smith,  Arm.  M.  &  0.  171.  per  Brady,  C.  B.;  Casson  v.  O'Brien, 
id.  263,  per  Pennefather,  C.  J. 

»  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  312,  313. 

4  Id.  5  2  Ph.  Ev.  408. 

^  Annesley  v.  Ld.  Anglesea,   17  How.  St.  Tr.  1350. 

'  Enticknap  v.  Rice,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  IIP;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  136,  S.  C. 
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posing  witnesses,  and  of  thus  testing  the  credit  due  to  each;  while 
ifalso  finishes  the  means  of  explaining  away  an  apparent  con- 
tradiction, or  of  rectifying  a  mistake,  where  both  witnesses  have 
intended  to  state  nothing  but  the  truth." 


'  Mr.  Justice  Cowen,  in  his  note  to  Ph.  Ev.,  vol.  ii.,  p.  774,  illustrates  the 
utility  of  this  practice  by  a  case,  '"  in  which  a  highly  respectable  witness,  sought 
to  be  impeached  through  an  out-of-door  conversation,  by  another  witness,  who 
seemed  very  willing  to  bring  him  into  a  contradiction,  upon  both  being  placed 
upon  the  stand,  furnished  such  a  distinction  to  the  latter  as  corrected  his 
memory,  and  led  him  in  half  a  minute  to  acknowledge  that  he  was  wrong. 
The  difference  lay  only  in  one  word.  The  first  witness  had  now  sworn  that 
he  did  not  rely  on  a  certain  firm  as  being  in  good  credit.  It  turned  out  that, 
in  his  former  conversation,  he  spoke  of  a  partnership,  from  which  one  name 
was  soon  afterwards  withdrawn,  leaving  him  now  to  speak  of  the  latter  firm 
thus  weakened  by  the  withdrawal.  In  regard  to  the  credit  of  the  first  firm, 
he  had,  in  truth,  been  fully  informed  by  letters.  With  respect  to  the  last,  he 
had  no  information.  The  sound  in  the  title  of  the  two  firms  was  so  nearly 
alike,  that  the  ear  would  easily  confound  them;  and  had  it  not  been  for  the 
colloquium  thus  brought  on,  an  apparent  contradiction  would,  doubtless,  have 
been  kept  on  foot,  for  various  purposes,  through  a  long  trial.  It  invqjved  an 
inquiry  into  a  credit,  which  had  been  given  to  another  on  the  fraudulent 
representations  of  the  defendant. " 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

PUBLIC    DOCUMENTS. 

§  1479.'  Writings  are  divisible  into  two  classes,  Public  and  i  1333 
Private.  The  former  consists  of  the  acts  of  public  functionaries, 
in  the  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  Departments  of  Govern- 
ment; including,  under  this  general  head,  the  transactions  which 
official  persons  are  required  to  enter  in  books  or  registers,  in  the 
course  of  their  public  duties,  and  which  occur  within  the  circle 
of  their  own  personal  knowledge  and  observation.  To  the  same 
class  may  be  referred  foreign  acts  of  State,  and  the  judgments 
of  foreign  courts.  In  the  present  chapter  it  is  proposed  to  treat 
of  all  such  public  documents;  and  the  inquiry  will  be  directed 
first,  to  the  means  op  obtaining  an  inspection  oe  copy  of  them; 
secondly,  to   the   method  of  peoving  them;  and  thirdly,  to  their 

ADMISSIBILITY  AND  EPFECT. 

§  1480.  In  former  times  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  J  1334 
necessary  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  the  Attorney-General,  in  order 
to  entitle  any  private  person  to  inspect,  or  take  copies  of,  the 
general  records  of  the  realm.''  At  the  commencement,  however, 
of  the  present  reign  a  better  system  was  established,  and  most  of 
these  invaluable  documents  were  placed  under  the  charge  and 
superintendence  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  statute^  by 
which  this  alteration  was  effected,  contains  no  section  directly 
entitling  the  public  to  inspect  these  documents,  or  declaring 
whether  they  have  any,  or  what  remedy,  in  the  event  of  their 
'being  refused  access  to  them;  but  it  states  in  the  preamble,  that 


'  6r.  Ev.  g  470,  in  great  part. 

^  Legatt  V.  ToUervey,  14  East,  306,  per  Ld.  EUenborough;  Doe  ».  Date,  3 
Q.  B.  619,  per  Williams,  J. 

M  &  2  v.,  c.  94.  See,  also,  "The  Public  Records,  Ireland,  Act,  186T,"  30 
&  31  v.,  c.  70,  Ir. 
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"  it  is  expedient  to  establish  one  Kecord  Office  and  abetter  custody, 
and  to  allow  the  free  use  of  any  public  records,  as  far  as  stands 
with  their  safety  and  integrity,  and  with  the  public  policy  of  the 
realm."  It  then  empowers  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  to  make  rules 
"  for  the  admission  of  such  persons  as  ought  to  be  admitted  to  the 
use  of  such  records,"  and  "  to  fix  the  amount  of  fees,  if  any,  to 
be  paid  for  such  use;'  and  it  proceeds  to  authorise  either  his  ^ 
Honour,  or  the  Deputy-Keeper  of  the  Records,  to  allow  copies  tO' 
be  made  of  any  of  the  documents  "  at  the  request  and  cost  of  any 
person  desirous  of  procuring  the  same."^  In  exercise  of  the 
powers  thus  vested  in  him,  the  late  Lord  Langdale  directed,'*  that 
all  the  public  record  offices  should  be  open  daily,  excepting  on 
Sundays  and  a  few  holidays,* — he  prescribed  a  reasonable  scale  of 
fees,^  which  were  not  chargeable  at  all  to  "  literary  inquirers,"  ^ — 
and  he  instructed  the  assistant-keepers  to  give  to  all  applicants 
every  information  and  assistance  in  their  power,  not  merely  from 
the  calanders  and  indexes,  but  also  from  their  own  knowledge  of 
records.' 


§  1481.  Indeed,  his  Honour  took  from  the  first  a  truly  en-  §  1335 
lightened  view  of  the  privileges  of  the  public  as  connected  with 
these  documents;  and,  in  a  letter  which  he  wrote  to  the  Premier 
shortly  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  he  thus  expressed  his  senti- 
ments:—"The  Eecords  have  justly  been  called  the  Muniments 
of  the  Kingdom  and  the  People's  Evidences ;  and  they  ought  to  be 
kept  and  managed  under  such  arrangements,  as  may  afford  to  the 
public  the  greatest  facility  of  using  them  that  is  consistent  with 
their  safety.  The  public  ought  to  have  access  to  them  for  the 
purpose  of  easily  obtaining  information  upon  the  subjects  to 
which  the  records  relate,  and  ought  to  be  enabled  easily  to  obtain 
authentic  copies  of  all  documents,  which  can  be  adduced  as  evi- 


'  1  &  2  v.,  e.  94,  §  9;  30  &  31  V.,  c.  70,  I  17,  Ir. 
M  &  2  v.,  c.  94,  ?  12;  30  &  31  V.,  c.  70,  §  19,  Ir. 
^  In  11  Beav.  xxii.  et  seq.,  the  rules  are  set  out  at  length. 
'  2nd  Eep.  of  Dep.-Keeper  of  Pub.  Rec.  i.,  Append,  p.  14. 
5  Id.,  p.  15. 

*  Letter  of  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  dated  17th  Nov.,  1851. 
'  2nd  Eep.  of  Dep.-Keeper  of  Pub.  Kec.  i.,  App.  p.  15. 
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dence  in  the  establishment  or  defence  of  rights,  which  are  at  issue 
in  the  course  of  judicial  or  Parliamentary  proceedings." ' 

§  1482.  Lord  Eomilly,  when  Master  of  the  EoUs,  exhibited,  i  1335a 
like  his  predecessor,  a  liberal  intelligence  in  the  management 
of  the  Kecord  Office;  and  in  1866,  on  the  opening  of  the  New 
Search  Eooms,^  he  took  the  wise  step  of  abolishing  all  fees 
whatever  for  searches  and  inspections,  permitting  each  searcher 
to  take  notes,  or  even  examined  copies,  of  any  records,  gratis,' 
and  retaining  only  moderate  fees  for  the  furnishing  of  authen- 
ticated copies,  of  documents,  or  for  the  attendance  of  clerks  as 
witnesses.* 

§  1483.  Although,  at  the  present  day,  the  question  whether  the  |  1336 
public  have  a  strict  legal  right  to  inspect  these  records,  is  not  likely 
to  be  mooted,  it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  the  right,  except 
as  to  such  of  the  documents  as  are  the  records  of  the  superior 
courts  of  law  or  equity;  and  even  with  respect  to  these,  it  may 
be  doubtful  whether  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court 
would  interfere  by  mandamus,  unless,  the  applicant  was  prepared  to 

*  Dated  7  Jan.,  1839,  and  cited  1st  Rep.  of  Dep.-Keep.  of  Pub.  Eec. 
App.  67. 

''■  These  are  open  every  day,  except  Sunday,  Christmas  Day  to  New  Year's 
Day  inclusive,  Good  Friday  and  the  Saturday  following,  Easter  Monday  and 
Tuesday,  "Whit  Monday  and  Tuesdaiy,  Her  Majesty's  Birthday,  24th  May, 
and  Coronation  Day,  28th  June,  and  days  appointed  &r  public  fasts  or 
thanksgivings.  The  hours  of  attendance  are  from  10  till  4  o'clock,  except  on 
Saturday  when  the  rooms  close  at  2,  See  28th  Rep.  of  Dep.-Keep.  of  Pub. 
Rec.  p.  iv. 

' ,"  A  searcher  may  take  notes,  or  a  full  copy  of  any  record,  and  examine 
the  same  with  the  record  with  his  ovm  agent ;  but  no  oificer  shall  examine, 
correct,  or  certify  such  copy  or  extracts.  Tracings  are  not  allowed  without 
permission."     28th  Rep.  of  Dep.-Keep.  of  Pub.  Rec.  p.  iv. 

■*  The  table  of  fees  is  as  follows  : —  &   »■    d. 

For  authenticated  copies,  per  fol.  ot  72  words  . 

Docum.  to  the  end  of  reign  of  Geo.  2  0    10 

Docum.  after  reign  of  Geo.  2        .  0    0    6 

For  attend,  at  either  H.  of  Pari,  to  be  sworn       .         .  ..110 

Do.  do.  or  elsewhere  to  give  evid. ;  or  with 

10  records  or  less  number,  each  day  .        .        •        •         .220 

Do,  do.  for  each  additional  record,  each  day    0    2    0 

For  attend,  on  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  a  Vacatur        .        .        ..110 

Do.  to  receive  mortgage-money        .        .        .        .  .050 

On  payment  of  mortgage-money        '  .  0  10     6 

28th  Rep.  of  Dep.-Keep.  of  Pub.  Rec.  App.  2. 
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show  that  he  was  interested  in  the  document  which  he  sought  to 
inspect.'  Indeed,  it  may  be  laid  down  with  tolerable  safety,  as  a 
rule  applicable  alike  to  the  general  records  of  the  realm  and  to  all 
other  writings  of  a  public  nature,  that,  if  the  disclosure  of  their 
contents  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  or  of  the  chief  executive 
magistrate,  or  of  the  head  of  the  department  under  whose  control 
they  may  be  kept,  be  injurious  to  the  public  interests,  an  inspection 
would  not  be  granted." 

§  1484.  As  one  of  the  principal  objects  contemplated  by  the  §  1337 
Legislature  in  passing  the  Act  of  1  &  2  V.,  c.  94,  was  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  general  Record  Office,  in  lieu  of  the  many  reposi- 
tories which  previously  existed,  a  building  has  been  erected  on 
the  Rolls'  Estate  in  Fetter-lane,  which  is  applied  to  that  desirable 
purpose.'  To  this  building  all  the  records,  which,  were  formerly 
deposited  in  the  Tower  of  London,  the  Carlton  Ride,  and  the 
Chapter  House  at  Westminster,  and  many  of  those  which  used  to 
be  kept  in  the  Rolls  House  and  Chapel,  and  in  the  State  Paper 
Office,*  have  at  length  been  removed.  The  Tower  which  adjoins 
the  Chapter  House  at  Westminster,  and  which  was  formerly  the 
prison  of  the  Monastery  there,  is  still,  however,  the  repository  for 
all  original  Acts  of  Parliament. 

§  1485.  Among  the  records  now  under  the  custody  of  the  I  1338 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  may  be  enumerated  the  following:* — All  the 
records  of  the  superior  courts  of  common  law  or  equity,  which  are 
more  than  twenty  years  old;  the  deeds,  books,  documents,  and 
papers  belonging  to  the  suitors  in  Chancery,  which  were  formerly 
under  the  custody  of  the  Masters  of  that  court,  and  deposited  in 
Southampton  Buildings,  which  were  next  placed  under  the 
special   care   of   the   Clerk   of    Records   and    Writs,'   and   which 

'  See  R.  V.  Staffordshire  Js.,  C  A.  &  E.  99,  100,  perLd.  Denman. 

^  Ante,  II  939,  947. 

'  The  Public  Record  Office  for  Ireland  is  in  Dublin,  near  the  Four  Courts. 
'  '  Some  of  the  State  Papers  of  the  last,  half  century   are  deposited  in  two 
houses  in  Whitehall-yard. 

*  For  an  enumeration  of  the  Public  Records  in  Ireland,  see  30  &   31  V., 
c.  70,  ?  4,  Ir. 

«  23  &  24  v.,  c.  149,   |  9  ;  Gen.  Ord.  in  Ch.,  22nd  May   1866.     This  office 
was  abolished  in  1879,  by  42  &  43  V.,  c.  78,  Sched.  I. 
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are  now  in  the  charge  of  the  Master  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
deposited  in  the  Filing  and  Kecord  Department  of  the  Central 
Office; '  the  records,  muniments,  and  writings  of  the  Marshalsea, 
Palace,  and  Peveril  Courts,  which  were  abolished  in  1849;^  the 
records  late  in  the  custody  of  the  Queen's  Remembrancer,  including 
those  of  the  abolished  offices  of  the  Pipe,  the  Lord  Treasurer's 
Remembrancer,  the  foreign  Apposer,  the  Clerk  of  the  Estreats,  the 
Surveyor  of  Green  Wax,  and  the  Clerk  of  the  Nichils;  the  records 
of  the  Land  Revenue  Record  Office,  the  Lord  Chamberlain's 
Office,  the  Augmentation  Office,  the  King's  Silver  Office,  the 
Alienation  Office,  and  the  Chirographer's  Office;  records  of  the 
Admiralty  Courts;  the  log-books  of  the  navy;  various  branches 
of  the  correspondence  and  documents  of  the  Admiralty  and  Navy 
Boards;  many  of  the  papers  of  the  War  Office;  the  charity  com- 
mission papers;  various  records  of  forfeited  estates;  the  French, 
daim  commission  papers;  duplicates  of  land  and  assessed  taxes; 
population  returns;  some  records  relaiting  to  the  land  revenue; ' 
many  of  the  equity  records  of  the  Welsh  courts;  the  fines  and 
recoveries,  and  other  records  of  the  Chester  circuit;  the  records 
of  the  Court  of  Wards  and  Liveries;  some  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  Star  Chamber  and  the  Court  of  Chivalry;  the  placita  forestse; 
the  Pell  records;  the  records  of  first  fruits  and  tenths;  Domes- 
day Book ;  Parliament  rolls  ;  statute  rolls;  patent  rolls;  close 
rolls ;  some  of  the  surveys  of  land  which  formerly  belonged-  to 
the  Crown;  lieger-books  and  chartularies  of  the  dissolved  monas- 
teries, priories,  &c.  ;  and  some  very  valuable  Home,  Foreign, 
Colonial,  and    Treasury  Papers.*    The   legal  reader  will  observe^ 


'  Enles  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  Ord.  LX.,  E.  3;  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1. 

'  12&13V.,  c.  101,  §§14,  16. 

'  As  to  the  remainder,  see  post,  §  1486. 

*  This  list  is  compiled  from  the  annual  reports  of  the  Dep.-Keeper  of  the- 
public  records,  and,  although  not  offered  as  anything  like  a  complete  list,  it 
is  believed  to  be  accurate  so  far  as  it  goes.  Besides  the  documents  enu- 
merated above,  there  are,  at  the  Eecord  OflSce,  a  vast  quantity  of  curious 
miscellaneous  manuscripts,  minute  books,  indices,  calendars,  &c.,  which  were 
either  collected  by  the  late  Eecord  Commiss.,  or  by  persons  employed  in  the  Eec. 
Office,  together  with  many  important  transcripts  from  the  royal  or  public 
archives  of  France,  Normandy,  Belgium,  Saxony,  Prussia,  Bavaria,  Ham- 
burgh, Portugal,  Switzerland,  and  Italy.  But  all  these  are  merely  deposited  for. 
ooovenience  with  the  M.  E.,  and  are  not  in  oflScial  custody  under  the  Act. 
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that  very  many  of  the  documents  here  alluded  to  are  not  strictly 
records;  but  this  circumstance  is  rendered  immaterial  by  the  Act 
of  1  &  2  v.,  c.  94,  which  provides  that  the  word  "records "  in  that 
Act  shall  be  taken  to  mean  all  rolls,  records,  writs,  books,  proceed- 
ings, decrees,  bills,  warrants,  accounts,  papers,  and  documents 
whatsoever  of  a  public  nature,  belonging  to  her  Majesty,  or,  on  the 
14th  of  August,  1838,  deposited  in  any  of  the  offices  or  places  of 
custody  in  the  Act  mentioned.' 


§  1486.  In  addition  to  the  records,  which  are  now  placed  under  j  1339 
the  control  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  there  are  many  other 
documents  of  a  public  character  the  custody  of  which  belongs  to 
particular  courts  and  offices.  Among  these  may  be  enumerated 
the  records  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  which  are  at  present 
deposited  in  Lancaster-place,  adjoining  Waterloo-bridge  ;  the 
records  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  the  repository  for  which  is  at 
Buckingham-gate ;  the  records  of  the  Heralds'  College,^  most 
of  which  will  be  found  either  in  the  College  itself  at  St.  Bennet's- 
hill,  St.  Paul's  or  in  the  Harleian  Library ;  some  of  the  land 
revenue  records,  which  parties  interested  may  inspect  at  the 
"Office  of  land  revenue  records  and  inrolments"  in  Spring 
Gardens  ; '  the  records  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  burials-  in 
India,*  which  are  deposited  in  Charles-street,  St.  James's-park,  at 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for  India  in  Council;  and  the 
registers  of  births,  baptisms,  marriages,  a,nd  burials  of  British  sub- 
jedts  beyond  seas,  which  have  been  transmitted  from  different  British  ; , 

embassies  and  factories  on  the  continent  of  Europe  and  elsewhere. 


'  See  §§  20,  and  1  &  2.  See,  also,  30  &  31  V.,  c.  70,  ?|  3,  5,  Ir.;  and  38&39 
v.,  c.  59,  Ir.  Under  this  last  Act  many  parochial  records  have  been  transferred 
to  the  Irish  Record  Office. 

^  As  to  these,  see  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  538—566. 

^  See  2  W.  4,  c.  1,  §§  15,  20,  22.  Many  of  these  records  are  in  the  Record 
Office,  ante,  J  1485.  The  audited  accounts  of  the  Commiss.  of  Woods  and 
Forests  are  now  deposited  as  of  record  in  the  Land  Revenue  Office,  7  &  8  V., 
c.  89. 

*  In  Bengal,  from  1713  to  1737;  at  Madras,  from  1698  to  1834;  in  Bombay, 
from  1709  to  1837;  and  at  St.  Helena,  from  1767  to  1835.  See  p.  13  of  Rep. 
of  Commiss.,  appointed  to  make  inquiries  respecting  non-parochial  registers, 
published  1838. 
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and  which  are  now  placed  in  the  registry  of  the  Consistory  Court  of 
London,' 


§  1487.  The  Act  which,  in  1857,  established  the  Court  of  Pro-  ?  1339a 
bate, — now  transmuted  into  the  Probate  Division  of  the  High  Court, 
— contains  several  important  provisions  with  respect  to  the  custody 
and  inspection  of  original  wills,  and  the  inspection  of  the  calendars 
of  the  grants  of  probate  and  administration.  In  the  first  place,  all 
persons  who  heretofore  either  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  probate  or 
administration,  or  had  the  custody  of  the  papers  of  any  old  Court 
of  Probate,  are  directed,  upon  receiving  a  requisition  under  the  seal 
of  the  New  Court  from  a  registrar,  to  transmit  to  the  place  specified 
in  such  requisition,  "all  [or  one  or  more^]  records,  wills,  grants, 
probates,  letters  of  administration,  administration  bonds,  notes  of 
administration,  court  books,  calendars,  deeds,  processes,  acts,  pro- 
ceedings, writs,  documents,  and  every  other  instrument  relating 
exclusively  or  principally  to  matters  or  causes  testamentary,  to  be 
deposited  and  arranged  in  thei  registry  of  each  district  or  in  the 
principal  registry,  as  the  case  may  require,  so  as  to  be  of  easy  refer 
ence,  under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  Court.'"  The  statute  next 
enacts,  that  "  there  shall  be  one  place  of  deposit  under  the  control 


'  "  These  registers  were  first  received  in  the  registry  of  the  Consist.  Court  of 
London,  in  1816,  and  may  be  divided  into  three  classes:— 1.  Certificates  of 
baptisms  and  marriages,  bearing  the  signatures  of  the  parties  and  witnesses 
(which,  with  very  few  exceptions,  is  the  case)  and  authenticated  by  the  British 
envoy  or  minister,  as  having  been  performed  in  his  house,  and  which  have 
from  time  to  time  been  sent  through  the  Foreign  OflSce  to  the  registry  of  the 
Bp.  of  London.  In  this  class  may  be  included  the  registers  from  Oporto  from 
1706  to  1802,  and  the  registers  from  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  Gibraltar,  and 
Geneva.  These  are  the  original  books,  in  which  the  entries  are  signed  by  the 
parti&s.  and  authenticated  by  the  chaplains.  2.  Transcripts  from  original 
registers,  certified  by  the  ministers  of  the  different  places,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  transcripts  under  the  Act  of  52  G.  3,  c.  146,  for  the  regulation  of  tran- 
scripts deposited  with  the  registrars  of  the  several  dioceses.  A  book  of 
transcripts  also  from  the  register  kept  at  the  British  embassy  in  Paris,  from  1816 
to  1833,  and  continued  to  the  present  time;  and  a  transcript  of  the  registers  of 
St.  Petersburg  from  1706  to  the  present  time.  3.  A  book  of  registers,  trans- 
mitted from  Cronstadt,  which  appear  to  have  been  transcribed,  but  they  are 
not  certified  as  such."— P.  11  of  Eep.  of  Commiss.,  cited  in  late  note. 

'  This  amendment  was  introduced  into  the  Eng.  Act  by  ?  27  of  21  &  22  V., 
0.  95.  »  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77,  §  89;  20  &  21  T.,  c.  79,  §  96,  Ir. 
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of  the  Court," — which  place  for  the  present  is  fixed  by  order  of 
council  at  No.  6,  Great  Knight  Eider-street,  Doctors'  Common,  '— 
"in  which  all  the  original  wills  brought  into  the  court,  or  of 
which  probate  or  administration  with  the  will  annexed  is  granted 
under  this  Act  in  the  principal  registry  thereof,  and  copies  of  all 
wills  the  original  whereof  are  to  be  preserved  in  the  district  regis- 
tries, and  such  other  documents  as  the  court  may  direct,  shall  be 
deposited  and  preserved,  and  may  be  inspected,  under  the  control 
of  the  court,  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  orders  under  this  Act." ' 
Lastly,  the  judge  of  the  court  is  directed  to  cause  calendars  of  the 
grants  of  probate  and  administration  to  be  made  and  printed  from 
time  to  time,  and  copies  of  these  calendars  are  to  be  deposited  in 
the  district  registries,  the  office  of  her  Majesty's  Prerogative  in 
Dublin,  the  office  of  the  commissary  of  the  county  of  Midlothian  in 
Edinbiu'gh,  and  such  other  offices  as  the  court  may  order,  "and 
may  be  inspected  by  any  person  on  payment  of  a  fee  of  one  shilling 
for  each  search,  without  reference  to  the  number  of  calendars 
inspected."  ^ 

§  1488.*  With  respect  to  the  Records  of  the  Queen's  Courts,  it  ?  1346 
has  been  admitted,  from  a  very  early  period,  that  the  inspection  and 
exemplification  of  these  documents  are  the  common  right  of  the 
public;  and  this  right  was  extended  by  an  ancient  ordinance  or 
statute"  to  cases  where  the  subject  was  concerned  against  the 
Crown.  That  statute,  however,  was  repealed  in  1871;^  and  as 
the  common  law  on  which  it  was  partly  founded,  simply  relates  to 
such  records  as  are  required  by  the  subject  for  the  purpose  of  being 
given  in  evidence,  a  prisoner  who  is  charged  either  with  high  treason 
or  felony,  is  certainly  not  entitled, — unless  he  be  so  by  legislative 
interference, — ^to  a  copy  of  the  indictment  or  of  any  of  the  proceedings 
against  him.'  In  most  cases  of  treason,  indeed,  the  accused  must 
now  be  supplied,  ten  clear  days  before  his  trial,  with  a  copy  of  the 


'  See  Gazette  of  4th  Dec,  1857. 
'  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77,  I  66;  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  ?  71,  Ir. 
»  20  &  21  v.,  0.  77,  U  67,  68.     See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  §§  72,  73,  Ir. 
*  Gr.  Ev.  §  470,  in  part,  as  to  first  five  lines.  '  46  §  E.  3. 

'  St  L.  Rev.  Act,  1871,  34  &  35  V.,  c.  116. 

'  R.  V.  Ld.  Preston,  12  How.  St.  Tr.  658—663;  Fost.C.  L.  228,  229. 
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indic£ment,  but  this  privilege  is  allowed  him  in  consequence  of 
statutes  having  been  passed  for  that  purpose  in  the  reigns  of  King 
William  III.'  and  Queen  Anne."  Still,  in  ordinary  cases  of  felony, 
including  that  class  of  treasons  which  consists  in  compassing  the 
death  or  personal  injury  of  the  Sovereign,'  the  accused  is  not,  even  at 
the  present  day,  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment;  but  all  that  he 
can  claim  as  of  right  is,  to  have  it  read  slowly  to  him  in  open  court.'' 
This  rule, — which  is  the  very  essence  of  injustice,^ — fortunately 
does  not  extend  to  misdemeanors ;  the  common  law,  with  an  incon- 
sistency which  admits  of  no  sensible  explanation,  having  vouchsafed 
to  parties  liable  to  fine  and  imprisonment  a  privilege,  which  it  refuses 
to  persons  On  trial  for  their  lives."  With  respect  to  the  depositions 
upon  which  a  prisoner  has  been  committed  or  held  to  bail,  prepa- 

*  7  W.  3,  c.  3,  1 1. 

"  7  A.,  c.  21,  ^  11,  which  enacts,  that  copies  of  all  indictments  for  high 
treason  and  misprision  of  treason,  "  shall  be  delivered  to  the  party  indicted  ten 
days  before  the  trial,  andin  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses. "  This 
enactment  is  extended  to  Ireland  by  the  Act  of  17  &  18  V.,  c.  26.  See,  also,  5 
G.  3,  c.  21,  §  1,  Jr. 

3  See  39  &  40  G.  3,  c.  93;  1&2G.  4.c.  24,  §  2,  Ir.;5  &  6  V.,c.  51,  §  1.  See, 
also,  ante,  ?  958. 

*  E.  V.  Parry,  7  C.  &  P.  838,  per  Holland,  B. ;  R.  v.  Vahdercomb,  2  Lea. 
711,  712;  R.  V.  Cruise,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  674,  per  Torrens,  J.  Though  this  seems  to 
be  the  present  law  in  Ireland,  it  is  a  curious  fact,  that  in  1641,  the  Irish  judges 
unanimously  resolved  that  they  had  no  power  by  law  to  refuse  to  give  to  the 
accused  a  copy  of  the  indictment;  and  the  Irish  House  of  Commons  in  the  same 
year  declared,  that  judges  ought  not  to  deny  copies  of  indictments  to  parties 
indicted.  See  an  able  note  on  this  subject  in  Ir.  Cir.  E.  375 — 378.  See,  also, 
Bothe's  case,  M.  666. 

*  Mr.  Chitty  observes  on  this  subject,  "  It  is  a  remarkable  circumstance  that 
the  English  law  should  allow  so  much  nicety  to  prevail  with  respect  to  formal 
defects  in  the  indictment,  and  yet  afford  the  defendant  so  little  opportunity  of 
discovering  them."  1  Chit.  Or.  L.  403.  The  flagrant  absurdity  of  the  one  rule 
caused  the  as  flagrant  injustice  of  the  other. 

8  Lady  Fulwood's  case,  Cro.  Car.  483;  1  Chit.  Cr.  L.  404.  The  Act  of  60 
G.  3  &  1  G.  4,  c. ^,  ?  8,' enacts,  apparently,  pro  majori  cautela.  that  "in  all 
cases  of  prosecutions  for  misdemeanors,  instituted  by  the  Att.  or  Sol. -Gen.  in 
the  [Queen's  Bench  Div.  of  the  High  Court,  or  at  any  session  of  the  peace,  session 
of  oyer  and  terminer,  greatsession  or  session  of  gaol  delivery,  in  Eng.  or  Irel.], 
the  court  shall,  if  required,  make  order  that  a  copy  of  the  information  or  in- 
dictment shall  be  delivered  after  appearance  to  the  party  prosecuted,  or  his 
[solicitor],  upon  application  made  for  the  same,  free  from  all  expense  to 
the  party  so  applying;  provided  that  such  party,  or  his  [solicitor],  shall 
not  have  previously  received  a  copy  thereof."     See,  also,  7  &  8  G.  4,  c.  53,  42. 
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ratory  to  his  being  tried  for  some  indictable  crime,'  he  is  now 
entitled  by  statute,  not  only  to  inspect  them  at  the  trial  without 
fee,^  but  also  to  obtain  copies  of  them  on  payment  of  a  small  sum, 
whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  offence  imputed.^ 

'   §  1489.  It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  person  tried  for  felony   j  v:a\ 
and  acquitted  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  record  of  his  acquittal,  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  it  in  evidence  in  an  action  for  malicious  pro- 
secution.*    This  doubt  has  arisen  in  consequence  of  an  order  made 

'  A  person  who  has  been  committed  for  want  of  sureties  to  keep  the  peace 
cannot  demand  a  copy  of  the  examinations  on  which  the  commitment  pro- 
ceeded; Ex  p.  Humphrys,  19  L.  J.,  M.  C.  189;  1  L.  M.  &  P.  323,  S.  C. 
nom.  E.  V.  Herefordshire  Js. 

^  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  114,  ?  4,  enacts,  that,  "  all  per-sons  under  trial  shall  be 
entitled,  at  the  time  of  their  trial,  to  inspect,  without  fee  or  reward,  all  deposi- 
tions (or  copies  thereof)  which  have  been  taken  against  them,  and  returned 
into  the  court  before  which  such  trial  shall  be  had." 

'11  &  12  v.,  c.  42,  I  37,  enacts,  that  "at  any  timen/i!er  the  examinations 
aforesaid  shall  have  been  completed,  and  lefore  the  first  day  of  the  assizes  or 
sessions,  or  other  first  sitting  of  the  court,  at  which  any  person  so  committed  to 
prison  or  admitted  to  bail  as  aforesaid  is  to  be  tried,  such  person  may  require 
and  be  entitled  to  have  of  and  from  the  officer  or  person  having  the  custody  of 
the  same,  copies  of  the  depositions  on  which  he  shall  have  been  committed  or 
bailed,  on  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  at  the  rate 
of  three  halfpence  for  each  folio  of  ninety  words.''  See,  also,  22  V.,  c.  33,  §  3, 
which  enacts,  that  "  at  any  time  after  all  the  depositions  of  witnesses  shall  , 
have  been  taken,  every  person  against  whom  any  coroner's  jury  may  have 
found  a  verdict  of  manslaughter  shall  be  entitled  to  have,  from  the  person 
having  custody  thereof,  copies  of  the  depositions  on  which  such  verdict  shall 
have  been  found,  on  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding 
the  rate  of  three  halfpence  for  every  folio  of  ninety  words."  AVhy  this  privi- 
lege is  confined  to  persons  charged  with  manslaughter,  it  is  not  very  easy  to 
explain.  The  Irish  law  is  regulated  by  §  14  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  93,  which  enacts, 
that  "  at  any  time  after  the  examinations  in  any  proceedings  for  an  indictable 
offence  shall  have  been  completed,  and  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  assizes 
or  sessions,  or  other  first  sitting  of  the  court  at  which  any  person  committed  to 
gaol  or  admitted  to  bail  is  to  be  tried,  such  person  may  require  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  from  the  officer  or  person  having  the  cu-stody  of  the  same, 
copies  of  the  depositions  on  which  he  shall  have  been  committed  or  bailed  (or 
copies  of  depositions  taken  at  any  inquest  in  case  of  murder  or  manslaughter), 
on  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  a  sum  at  the  rate 
of  three  halfpence  for  each  folio  of  ninety  words."  See,  also.  44  &  45  V., 
c.  35,  I  9,  Ir. 

'  Browne  v.  Gumming,  10  B.  &  C.  70.  See  E.  v.  Dunne,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  407, 
where  a  prisoner  having  been  convicted,  the  court  refused  to  allow  him  a  copy 
of  the  depositions  of  a  Crown  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  assigning  perjury 
upon  them. 
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by  five  judges  in  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,  for  the  regulation  of  the 
Sessions  at  the  Old  Bailey;  and  which  directs,  that  "  no  copies  of 
any  indictment  for  felony  be  given  without  special  order  upon 
motion  made  in  open  court,  at  the  general  gaol .  delivery  upon 
motion;'  for  the  late  frequency  of  actions  against  prosecutors, 
which  cannot  be  without  copies  of  the  indictments,  deterreth  people 
from  prosecuting  for  the  King  upon  just  occasions."  ^  Now,  it  is 
certainly  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  establish  the  legality  of  this 
order;  for  not  only  does  it  appear  to  be  directly  at  variance  with 
the  Act  of  46  Edward  III., — which,  as  stated  just  now  in  §  1488, 
was  then  in  force, — but  it  seems  also  to  be  wholly  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  Magna  Charta,  "  nuUi  negabimus  vel  difPeremus 
justitiam."  Accordingly,  in  the  case  of  a  prosecution  for  robbery, 
evidently  vexatious,  where  the  prisoner,  after  his  acquittal,  applied 
to  Chief  Justice  Willes  for  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  his  lordship 
refused  to  make  an  order  on  the  subject,  on  the  ground  that  none 
was  necessary;  declaring  that  by  the  laws  of  this  realm,  every 
prisoner,  upon  his  acquittal,  had  an  undoubted  right  to  a  copy  of 
the  record  of  such  acquittal,  for  any  use  he  might  think  fit  to  make 
of  it;  and  that,  after  a  demand  of  it  had  been  made,  the  proper 
ofiScer  might  be  punished  for  refusing  to  make  it  out." 


§  1490.  This  statement  of  the  law  would  seem  to  be  substan-  j  1342 
tially  correct,  and  if  so,  the  order  of  the  judges,  confirmed  though 
it  be  by  a  decision  of  Lord  Holt,*  is  illegal;  but,  be  this  as  it  may, 
thus  much  may  be  safely  affirmed;  first,  that  the  order  does  not 
extend  to  misdemeanors,  but  that  in  such  cases  the  prisoner  has  an 
absolute  right  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment  on  which  he  has  been 
either  acquitted  or  convicted ;  °  secondly,  that  even  in  cases  of 
felony,  where  the  party  acquitted  brings  an  action  for  malicious 


'Sic. 

*  7th  Res.,  cited  in  Kel.  3.     The  five  judges  were  Hyde,  C.  J.,  O.  Bridge- 
man,  C.  J.,  Twisden,  Tyril,  and  Kelyng,  Js. 

'  E.  V.  Brangan,  1  Lea.  27.     See,  also,   Doe  u.   Date,    3   Q.    B.    619,   per 
Williams,  J. 

*  Groenvelt.Vw.  Burrell,  1  Ld.  Eay.  253;  Carth.  421,  S.  C. 

'  Morrison  v.  Kelly,  1  W.  Bl.  385,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Evans  v.  Phillips,  2 
Selw,  N.  A.  1072,  8th  Ed.,  per  Adams,  B. 
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prosecution,  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  is  bound  to  receive  in  evidence 
a  true  copy  of  the' indictment,  though  proved  to  have  been  obtained 
without  an  order; '  and  lastly,  that  for  the  purpose  of  pleading  autre- 
fois acquit,  or  autrefois  convict,  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  have  a 
copy  of  the  former  record,  vyhatever  be  the  nature  of  the  accusation; 
and  if  the  court  where  he  was  first  tried  refuses  to  grant  him  one, 
the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court  vrill  enforce  his  right 
by  mandamus.^ 


§  1490a.  Under  the  Army  Act,  1881,  any  person  tried  by  court- 
martial  is  entitled,  on  demand,  in  the  case  of  a  general  court-martial 
within  seven  years,  and  of  any  other  court-martial  within  three  years, 
after  the  confirmation  of  the  sentence,  to  obtain  from  the  officer 
having  custody  of  the  proceedings  a  copy  of  the  same,  including 
those  with  respect  to  the  confirmation,  upon  payment  for  the  same 
at  the  prescribed  rate,  not  exceeding  twopence  for  every  seventy -two 
words. 

§  1491.  Independent  of  the  general  law  which  governs  the  right  g  1342a 
to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  records  of  courts  of  justice,  the 
Bankruptcy  Act*  and  Eules  of  1883  contain  several  special  regula- 
tions on  the  subject.  Thus,  K.  10,  after  declaring  that  "  all  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  shall  remain  of  record  in  the  court,"  goes  on 
to  provide,  that  "  they  may  at  all  reasonable  times  be  inspected  by 
the  trustee,  the  bankrupt,  and  any  creditor  who  has  proved,  or  any 
person  on  their  behalf."  K.  14  next  provides,  that,  "all  office 
copies  of  petitions,  proceedings,  affidavits,  books,  papers,  and 
writings,  or  any  parts  thereof,  required  by  any  trustee,  or  by  any 
debtor,  or  by  any  creditor,  or  by  the  solicitor  of  any  such  person, 
shall  be  provided  by  the  Registrar,"  without  any  unnecessary  delay, 
and  in  the  order  in  which  they  shall  have  been  be-spoken.  Then 
comes  §  16,  subs.  4,  of  the  Act,  which  authorises  any  person, 
stating  himself  in  writing  to  be  a  creditor,  at  all  reasonable  times. 


^  Legatt  V.  ToUervey,   14  East,  302;  Jordan  v.  Lewis,  id.  305,  n.;  2  Str. 
1122,  S.  C. 
^  E.  V.  Middlesex  Js.,  In  re  Bowman,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1113. 
'  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  I  124.  *  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52. 
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personally  or  by  agent,  to  inspect,  or  take  any  copy  of,  or  extract 
from,  the  debtor's  statement  of  affairs,  which  has  been  submitted 
to  the  Official  Eeceiver.  Again,  after  the  debtor  has  been  publicly 
examined  by  the  Court,  the  note  of  his  examination  may,  under 
§  17,  subs.  8,  be  inspected  by  any  creditor  at  all  reasonable  times. 
Every  creditor,  tooy  who  has  lodged  a  proof  of  his  claim,  is  entitled  at 
all  reasonable  times,  and  even  before  the  first  meeting,  to  examine  the 
proofs  of  the  other  creditors.'  The  audited  accounts  of  the  trustees, 
copies  of  which  are  filed  with  the  court,  are  "open  to  the  inspection 
of  any  creditor,  or  of  the  bankrupt,  or  of  any  person  interested  " ; ' 
and  all  books  kept  by  the  trustees  may,  subject  to  the  control  of 
the  court,  be  inspected  by  any  creditor  or  by  his  agent.^  The 
trustee  must  also,  when  required  by  any  creditor,  and  on  payment 
of  the  proper  fee,  transmit  to  him  by  post  a  list  of  the  creditors, 
showing  the  debt  due  to  each  creditor.* 

§  1491a.  The  Bules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  contain 
several  usefuL  provisions  for  facilitating  the  inspection  of  the 
numerous  and  varied  documents,  which  are  now  deposited  in  the 
Central  Office  of    the  Koyal  Courts  of    Justice.^     The   most  im- 


'  Sch.  II.  of  the  Act,  E.  7.  , 

'  ?  78,  subs.  4.  »  ?  80.,  ♦  ?  79. 

*  It  may  here  be  convenient  to  specify  tbe  several  departments  of  this 
important  office,  and  the  nature  ot  the  documents  filed  in  each  department. 
Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1,  provides  as  follows:— "  The  Central  Oifice  shall,  for  the 
convenient  dispatch  of  business,  be  divided  into  the  Departments  specified 
in  the  first  column  of  the  following  scheme,  and  the  business  of  the  office 
shall  be  distributed  among  the  departments  in  accordance  with  that  scheme, 
and  shall  be  performed  by  the  several  officers  and  clerks  in  the  said  office 
who  are  now  charged  with  the  same  or  similar  duties,  and  by  such  others 
as  may  from  time  to  time  be  appointed  by  lawful  authority  for  that 
purpose. 

Scheme. 


Name  of  DepArtment. 


1.  Writ,  appearance,  and  judg- 
ment. 


BQsiness. 


The  sealing  and  issue  of  writs  of  summons 

for  the  commencement  of  actions. 
The  entry  in    the  cause  book  of  writs  of 

summons,  appearances,  and  judgments. 
The  sealing  and  issue  of  notices  for  service 

under  Ord.  XVI.,  E.  48. 
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portant  of  these  rules  are  contained  in  Order  LXI.  R.  17  provides, 
that  "proper  indexes  or  calendars  to  the  files  or  bundles  of  all 
documents  filed  at  the  Central  Office  shall  be  kept,  so  that  the  same 
may  be  conveniently  referred  to  when  required;  and  such  indexes 


Scheme — continued. 


Name  of  Department. 


1.  'Writ,  appearance,  and  judg- 
ment {continv.ed). 


2.  Summons  and  Order 


3.  Filiug  and  Record 


4.  Taxing 


5.  Enrolment 

6.  Judgments  and  married  wo- 

men's acknowledgments 

7.  Bills  of  Sale 

8.  Queen's  Remembrancer 

9.  Crown  Office 

10.  Associates 


Business. 


The  receipt    and  filing  of  pleadings  and 

notices  delivered  on  entry  of  judgment. 
The  transaction  of  all  business  hertofore 
conducted  in  the  Record  and  Writ  oflce, 
except  such  part  thereof  as  is  transacted 
in  the  Record  Department. 

The  issue  of  summonses  in  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division,  and  the  drawing  up  of 
all  orders  made  either  in  court  or  in 
chambers  in  that  division. 

The  filing  of  all  affidavits  to  be  filed  in  the 
Central  Office,  and  all  depositions  to  be 
used  in  the  Chancery  Division,  and  such 
other  documents  as  may  from  time  to 
time  be  directed  by  the  Masters  to  be 
filed,  and  the  making  and  examination 
of  office  copies  of  documents  filed  in  the 
department. 

The  custody  of  all  deeds  and  documenta 
ordered  to  be  left  with  the  Masters. 

The  business  heretofore  preformed  in  the 
Report  Office  under  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  Clerks  of  Records  and 
Writs. 

The  taxation  of  costs  in  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division,  except  such  costs  as  have  here- 
tofore been  taxed  in  the  Queen's  Remem- 
brancer's Office  or  the  Crown  Office. 

The  business  heretofore  performed  in  the 
Enrolement  Office 

The  registry  of  judgment,  execution,  &c., 
and  the  registry  of  acknowledgments  of 
deeds  by  married  women. 

The  registry  of  bills  of  sale  and  other  duties 
connected  therewith. 

The  business  heretofore  performed  in  the 
Queen's  Remembrancer's  Office. 

The  business  heretofore  performed  in  the 
Crown  Office. 

The  business  heretotore  performed  in  the 
Associates'  Offices." 
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or  calendars  and  documents  shall,  at  all  times  during  office  hours, 
be  accessible  to  the  public  on  payment  of  the  usual  fee." 

K.  18  provides,  that  "there  shall  also  be  entered  in  proper  books 
kept  for  the  purpose  the  time  when  any  certificate  is  delivered  at 
the  Central  Office  to  be  filed,  with  the  name  of  the  cause  and  the 
date  of  the  certificate;  and  the  like  entry  shall  be  made  of  the 
time  of  delivery  of  every  other  document  filed  at  the  Central  office; 
and  such  books  shall,  at  all  times  during  office  hours,  be  accessible 
to  the  public  on  payment  of  the  usual  fee." 

Then  comes  E.  23,  which  provides,   that  "  the  Clerk  of  Enrol- 
ments and  each  of  the  following  Registrars,  namely — 
(a.)  The  Registrar  of  Bills  of  Sale; ' 
(  6. )  The  Registrar  of  Certificates  of  Acknowledgments  of  Deeds 

by  Married  Women; 
(c.)  The  Registrar  of  Judgments; 
shall,  on  a  request  in  writing  giving  sufficient  particulars,  and  on 
payment  of  the  prescribed  fee,  cause  a  search  to  be  made  in  the 
registers  or  indexes  under  his  custody,  and  issue  a  certificate  of 
the  result  of  the  search. 

R.  24  states,  that  "for  the  purpose  of  enabling  all  persons  to 
obtain  a  precise  information  as  to  the  state  of  any  cause  or  matter, 
and  to  take  the  means  of  preventing  improper  delay  in  the  progress 
thereof,  the  proper  officer  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  person, 
.  whether  a  party  or  not  to  the  cause  or  matter  inquired  after,  but 
on  payment  of  the  usual  fee,  give  a  certificate  specifying  therein 
the  dates  and  general  description  of  the  several  proceedings  which 
have  been  taken  in  such  cause  or  matter  in  the  Central  Office." 


§  1491b.  Independent  of  the  Rules  just  cited,  every  person  is 
entitled  by  statutory  authority  to  inspect,  on  payment  of  a  small 
sum,  the  warrants  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  the  cognovits 
actionem,  the  judge's  orders  to  enter  up  judgment  by  consent,  and 
the  bills  of  sale  of  personal  chattels,  which  must  now  be  filed  or 
registered  in  the  Bills  of  Sale  Department  of  the  Central  Office,^ 


1  See  post,  ?  1521. 

*  Ord.  LXI.,  K.  1,  cited  ante,  p.  1279,  n.  5. 
2  LAW  OF  EVID.— -v.  IV.  (4151) 
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^-the  first  three  classes  of  documeats  within  twenty -one  days,'  the 
last  within  seven  days,^  after  their  respective  execution  or  making; 
as  also  the  books  and  indexes  relating  to  these  documents,  which 
the  proper  officer  of  the  Central  Office  is  directed  to  keep.'  When 
a  bill  of  sale  has  been  given  by  a  person  residing  "outside  the 
London  bankruptcy  district"  or  whose  chattels  are  outside  such 
district,  an  abstract  of  the  contents  of  such  bill  of  sale  must  be 
transmitted  from  the  Central  Office  to  the  local  County  Court 
Eegistrar,  who  must  file  and  index  the  same:  and  "any  person 
may  search,  inspect,  make  extracts  from,  and  obtain  copies  of,  the 
abstract  so  registered."  * 

§  1491c.  Again,  all  persons  are,  by  statute,  at  liberty,  on  pay- 
ment of  one  shilling,  to  search  the  book,  which  used  to  be  kept  by 
the  Senior  Master  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  which  is  now  in  the 
custody  of  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  kept  in 
the  Central  Office,^  and  which  contains  an  alphabetical  list  of  the 
persons  whose  real  estate  is  intended  to  be  affected  by  the  judg- 
ments, decrees,  orders,  or  rules  of  the  courts,  or  by  orders  in 
lunacy ;°  as  also  the  "Index  to  debtors  and  accountants  to  the 
Crown,"  which  is  kept  by  the  same  officer.' 

'  3  G.  4,  c.  39,  U  1,  2,  3,  5  ;  .32  &  33  V.,  c.  62,  U  26—28. 

M5  &  46  v.,  c.  43,  §  8  ;  46  V.,  c.  7,  g  8,  Ir. 

'  3  G.  4,  c.  39,  U%  6  ;  6  &  7  V.,  c.  66  ;  32  &  33  V.,  c.  62,  ?§  26—28  ; 
41  &  42  v.,  c.  31,  §  12  ;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  43,  ?  16.  This  last  sect,  enacts,  that 
"any  person  shall  be  entitled  at  all  reasonable  times  to  search  the  register 
[of  bills  of  sale]  on  payment  of  a  fee  of  Is.,  or  such  other  fee  as  may  be 
prescribed,  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed,  and  shall 
be  entitled  at  all  reasonable  times  to  inspect,  examine,  and  make  extracts 
from,  any  and  every  registered  bill  of  sale  without  being  required  to  make  a 
written  application,  or  to  specify  any  particulars  in  reference  thereto,  upon 
payment  of  Is.  for  each  bill  of  sale  inspected,  and  such  payment  shall  be 
made  by  a  judicature  stamp :  provided  that  the  said  extracts  shall  be  limited 
to  the' dates  of  execution,  registration,  renewal  of  registration,  and  satisfac- 
tion, to  the  names,  addresses,  and  occupations  of  the  parties,  to  the  amount 
of  the  consideration,  and  to  any  further  prescribed  particulars."  See  also 
46  v.,  e.  7,  I  16,  Ir. 

*  45  &  46  v.,  c.  43,  ?  H  ;  46  V.,  c.  7,  ?  11,  Ir.     In  Ireland  the  abstract  is 
sent  to  the  local  Clerk  of  the  Peace. 
'   5  42  &  43  v.,  c.  78,  J§  5—8 ;  Ord.  LXI.,  R.  1. 

"  1  &  2  v.,  c.  110,  §  19  ;  2  &  S  v.,  c.  11,  §?  3,  8  ;  3  &  4  V.,  c.  82,  ?  2  ; 
,37&  38  v.,  c.  96,  Sch.  See  also  18  &  19  V.,  c.  15,  U  2,  3,  as  to  the  courts 
in  Counties  Palatine.  '  2  &  3  V.,  c.  11   §J  8  9. 
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§  1492.'  It  is  highly  questionable  whether  the  records  of  inferior  i  1343 
tribunals  are  open  to  the  inspeetion  of  all  persons  without  dis- 
tinction;^ but  it  is  clear  that  everyone  has  a  right  to  inspect  and 
take  copies  of  the  parts  of  the  proceedings  in  which  he  is  individu- 
ally interested.  The  party,  therefore,  who  wishes  to  examine  any 
particular  record  of  one  of  those  courts,  should  first  apply  to  that 
court,  showing  that  he  has  some  interest  in  the  document  in 
question,  and  that  he  requires  it  for  a  proper  purpose.'  If  his 
application  be  refused,  the  Chancery,  or  the  Queen's  Bench,  Division 
of  the  High  Court,  upon  affidavit  of  the  fact,  may  send  either  for 
the  record  itself  or  an  exemplification;  or  the  latter  court  will,  by 
mandamus,  obtain  for  the  applicant  the  inspection  or  copy  required. 
Thus,  where  a  person,  after  having  been  convicted  by  a  magistrate 
under  the  game  laws,  had  an  action  brought  against  him  for  the 
same  offence,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  copy  of  the  conviction;  and  the  magistrate  having  refused  to 
give  him  one,  they  granted  a  writ  of  certiorari,  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  procuring  a  copy,  and  of  thus  enabling  the  defendant  to  defeat 
the  action.*  So,  where  a  party,  who  had  been  sued  in  a  court  of 
conscience  and  had  been  taken  in  execution,  brought  an  action  of 
trespass  and  false  imprisonment,  the  judges  granted  him  a  rule  to 
inspect  so  much  of  the  book  of  the  proceedings  as  related  to  the 
suit  against  himself.* 


§  1493.  Indeed,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  the  ^  1344 
Queen's  Bench  Division  will  enforce  by  mandamus  the  production 
of  every  document  of  a  public  nature,  in  which  any  one  of  her 
Majesty's  subjects  can  prove  himself  to  be  interested.^  Every 
officer,  therefore,  appointed  by  law  to  keep  records,  ought  to  deem 
himself  a  trustee  for  all  interested  parties,  and  allow  them  to 
inspect  such  documents  as  concern  themselves, — without  putting 


'  Gr.  Ev.  I  473,  in  some  part. 

2  E.  V.  Chester,  1  Chit.  R.  297,  299,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  questioning  Herbert 
V.  Ashburner,  1  Wils.  297. 

'  See  E.  V.  Wilts.  &  Berks.  Can.  Co.,  3  A.  &  E.  47;  E.  v.  Leicester  Js.,  4  B. 
&  c.  892.  '  *  E.  .;.  Midlam,  3  Burr.  1720—1722. 

=  Wilson  J).  Rogers,  2  Str.  1242. 

'  E.  V.  Staffordshire  Js.,  6  A.  &  E.  99,  100,  per  Ld.  Denman. 
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them  to  the  expense  and  trouble  of  making  a  formal  application  for 
a  mandamus.'  But  the  applicant  must  show  that  he  has  some 
direct  and  tangible  interest  in  the  documents  sought  to  be  inspected, 
and  that  the  inspection  is  bona  fide  required  on  some  special  and 
public  ground,^  or  the  court  will  not  interfere  in  his  favour;  and 
therefore,  if  his  object  be  merely  to  gratify  a  rational  curiosity,  or 
to  obtain  information  on  some  general  subject,  or  to  ascertain  facts 
which  may  be  directly  useful  to  him  in  some  ulterior  proceedings, 
he  cannot  claim  inspection  as  a  right  capable  of  being  enforced.' 
Thus,  the  rate-payers  of  a  county  are  not  entitled  to  inspect  and 
copy  the  bills  of  charges  of  county  officers,  which,  having  been  paid 
by  the  treasurer  under  orders  of  justices,  have  become  items  in  his 
accounts,  and  which  have  been  allowed  by  the  sessions,  and  de- 
posited by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  among  the  county  records.*  For 
in  such  case,  the  individual  rate- payers  would  have  no  power  to 
interfere,  even  though  they  might  prove  to  demonstration  that  the 
bills  had  been  improperly  paid  and  allowed. 


§  1494.^  Some  other  books  and  documents  partake  hath  of  a  I  1345 
public  and  private  character,  and  are  treated  as  the  one  or  the 
'  other  according  to  the  relation  in  which  the  applicant  stands  to 
them.  Thus,  a  stranger  has  no  right  to  an  inspection  of  the  rolls 
of  copyhold  courts  and  of  courts  baron  ;^  but  the  copyhold  tenants 
of  a  manor  are  clearly  entitled  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  such 
parts,  though  of  such  parts  only,'  of  the  court  rolls,  as  relate  to 
their  own  titles,  privileges,  or  interests;  and  this,  too,  whether 
an  action  be  pending  or  not.*  Indeed,  by  a  general  rule  of  court,' 
it  is  determined,  that  "  an  order  upon  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  allow 
limited  inspection  of  the  court  rolls,  may  be  made  on  the  applica- 


1  R.  V.  Staffordshire  Js.,  6  A.  &  E.  99,  100,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

2  Ex.  p.  Briggs,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  272;  1  E.  &  E.  881,  S.  C. 

'  R.  V.  Staffordshire  Js.,  6  A.  &  E.  100,  101,  per  Ld.  Denman. 
*  Id.  84;  overruling  R.  v.  Leicester  Js.,  4  B.  &  C.  891.     See,  also,  E.  v.  St. 
Marylebone,  5  A.  &  E.  268. 
^  Gr.  Ev.  §  474,  as  to  first  three  lines. 

«  Crew  V.  Sannders,  2  Str.  1005;  E.  ,,.  Shelley,  3  T.  E.  142,  per  Buller,  J. 
'  R.  V.  Merch.  Tailors'  Co.,  2  B.  &  Ad.  128,  129,  per  Littledale,  J. 
8  R.  ,;.  Tower,  4  M.  &  Sel.  162;  R.  v.  Lucas,  10  East,  235. 
'  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXL,  R.  19. 
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tion  of  a  copyhold  tenant, supported  by  an  afiSdavit  that  he  has  applied 
for  inspection,  and  that  the  same  has  been  refused."  It  has  been 
held,  that  this  last  rule  is  not  strictly  confined  to  cases  where  the 
applicant  is  a  copyhold  tenant;  but  if  he  has  a  prima  facie  title  to 
a  copyhold,'  or  is  otherwise  interested  in  copyhold  property,^  as, 
for  instance,  if  he  is  the  devisee  of  a  rent-charge  on  such  property,' 
the  court  will  make  the  order.  Even  a  freehold  tenant  of  a  manor 
has  a  right  to  inspect  the  court  rolls;  *  though  it  may,  perhaps,  be 
doubtful,  whether  he  must  not  first  show  that  some  suit  is  actually 
dependitig,' 


§  1495.  Again,  the  hooks  of  a  corporation  are,  at  common  law,'  ?  ^346 
regarded  as  public  to  a  certain  extent  with  respect  to  its  members, 
but  private  with  respect  to  strangers.  Thus,  on  the  application  of 
a  member,  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  will,  in  general,  grant  a  rule 
for  a  limited  inspection  of  the  documents  of  the  corporation,'  pro- 
vided it  be  shown  that  such  inspection  is  requisite  with  reference 
either  to  an  action  then  instituted,  or  at  least  to  some  specific  dis- 
pute or  question  depending,  in  which  the  applicant  is  interested; ' 
but,  even  in  this  case,  the  inspection  will  be  granted  to  such  an 
extent  only  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  particular  occasion.'  The 
rule  appears  to  have  been  sometimes  laid  down  more  broadly,  and 
the  language  ascribed  to  the  court  in  one  or  two  cases,  would 
almost  lead  to  the  inference,  that  members  of  a  corporation  have  an 


'  R.  V.  Lucas,  10  East,  235. 

2  Ex  p.  Hutt,  7  Dowl.  690,  per  Coleridge,  J. 

'  Ex  p.  Barnes,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  20,  per  Wightman,  J. 

*  Addington  v.  Clode,  2  W.  Bl.  1030;  Hobson  d.  Parker,  Barnes,  237,  cited 
by  Buller,  J.,  in  3  T.  R.  142;  Warwick  v.  Queen's  Coll.,  Oxford,  3  Law  Rep., 
Eq.  683;  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  505,  S.  C.  nom.  Warwick  v.  Queen's  Coll.  But  see 
Owen  V.  Wynn,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  D.  29,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  R.  V.  Allgood.  7  T.  R.  746.  But  see  R.  d  Lucas,  10  East,  235,  and  R. 
V.  Tower,  4  M.  &  Sel.  162. 

"  As  to  the  Stat.  Law,  see  post,  U  1504—1507. 
'  R.  V.  Beverly,  8  Dowl.  140. 

*  R.  v.  Merchant  Tailors'  Co.,  2  B.  &  Ad.  115;  In  re  Burton  and  the 
Saddlers'  Co.,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  62. 

'  R.  V.  Merch.  Tailors'  Co.,  2  B.  &  Ad.  115;  In  re  Burton  and  the  Saddlers' 
Co.,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  62. 
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absolute  right,  -whenever  they  think  fit,  to  inspect  all  papers  be- 
longing to  the  aggregate  body.'  But  this  doctrine  is  now  properly 
exploded;  the  privilege  of  inspection  being  confined  to  those  cases 
in  v^hieh  the  member  of  the  corporation  has  in  view  some  definite 
right  or  object  of  his  own,  and  to  those  documents  which  would 
tend  to  illustrate  such  right  or  object.''  For  instance,  where 
certain  members  of  a  corporation  applied  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
master  and  wardens  to  allow  them  to  inspect  all  the  documents  of 
the  corporation,  alleging  their  belief  that  its  affairs  were  improperly 
conducted,  and  complaining  of  misgovernment  in  some  particulars 
not  affecting  themselves,  nor  then  in  dispute,  the  court  held  that 
the  applicants  had  no  right  on  these  speculative  grounds  to  the 
inspection  prayed,  and  discharged  the  rule.'  So,  where  some  parties 
were  sued  by  an  incorporated  company  for  alleged  misconduct  in 
making  false  entries  in  the  books  of  the  corporation,  while  acting 
in  the  capacity  of  directors,  the  court  held  that  they  were  not  entitled 
to  a  general  inspection  of  the  company's  books,  at  least  without 
an  affidavit  that  such  inspection  was  necessary  for  their  defence.* 
In  another  case,  where  a  shareholder,  sued  for  calls,  applied  to  the 
court  for  a  rule  to  inspect  the  minute-books  of  the  company,  and 
of  the  meetings  of  the  directors,  "  particularly  with  respect  to  the 
calls  "  in  question,  the  application  was  rejected,  as  it  appeared  to 
have  been  made  for  the  purpose,  not  of  assisting  the  defendant  to 
plead  a  particular  plea,  but  of  enabling  him  to  fish  out  a  defence.  ° 


§  1496.  The  right  of  inspection  which  th©  members  of  a  corp6ra-  ?  1347 
tion  enjoy  being  thus  limited,  it  is  only  just  that  this  right 
should  be  still  more  restricted  in  the  case  of  persons  who  are  not 
members;  and,  accordingly,  unless  the  documents  sought  to  be 
inspected  contain  the  common  evidence  of  some  transaction-  be- 
tween the  corporation  and  a  stranger,  or  at  least  furnish  the  rule 
by  ■which  the  stranger  is  sought  to  be  bound,  he  has  no  right  to 


'  E.  V.  Hostmen  of  Newcastle,  2  Str.  122S;   E.  v.  Babb,  3  T.  E.  581,  per 
Ashhurst,  J. 
2  R.  V.  Merch.  Tailors'  Co.,  2  B.  &  Ad.  115.  s  Id. 

*  Imperial  Gas  Co.  v.  Clarke,  7  Bing.  95. 

^  Birming.  Brist.  &  Thames  June.  Ey.  Co.  v.  "White,  1  Q.  B.  282. 
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inspect  them,  even  though  he  be  a  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  by 
the  corporation.  Thus,  if  a  corporation  were  to  bring  an  action 
against  a  stranger  for  tolls,  the  courts  could  not  grant  the  defendant 
leave  to  inspect  the  corporations  muniments.'  But,  if  an  action 
were  brought  against  a  party  residing  in  a  borough,  for  the  breach 
of  a  by-law  restraining  persons,  not  freeman,  from  exercising  trades 
within  the  limits,  the  court  would  compel  the  corporation  to  allow 
the  defendant  to  inspect  the  by-law,  because  it  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  made  for  the  public  weal,  and  for  the  rule  and  govern- 
ment of  persons  dwelling  within  the  borough.^ 

§  1497.  The  rules  just  mentioned  apply  with  equal  force  to  |  1348 
parish  books:  Thus,  parishioners  have  a  right  to  inspect  them  for 
ordinary  parochial  purposes,  as,  for  instance,  if  a  dispute  be  pending 
respecting  the  validity  of  a  rate,^  or  the  like;  but  they  are  not,  as 
it  seems,  entitled  to  have  access  to  them  for  purposes  unconnected 
with  the  affairs  of  the  parish.*  Thus,  access  to  parish  books  has 
been  refused  to  a  parishioner,  who,  being  sued  for  a  libel  upon  the 
vestry  clerk,  sought  to  inspect  the  books,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  plead  a  justification.*  So,  a  parishioner  has  no  right  to 
inspect  parish  books,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  information 
to  support  his  claim  to  an  estate  in  the  parish.^  Moreover, 
strangers  have,  as  a  general  rule,  no  right  to  an  inspection  at  all;  and 
so  strictly  was  this  rule  once  enforced,  that  where  a  party  brought 
an  action  of  trespass  against  parish-officers,  for  entering  his  house 
to  distrain  for  poor-rates,  and  the  defendants  having  averred  in 
justification  that  the  house  was  within  the  parish,  the  plaintiff  took 


'  May.  of  Southampton  v.  Graves,  8  T.  B.  590;  overruling  May.  of  Lynn 
V.  Denton,  1  T.  K.  689,  and  Barnstable  v  Lathey,  3  T.  R.  .303;  Bolton  v. 
Corp.  of  Liverpool,  3  Sim.  467;  1  Myl.  &  K.  88,  S.  C,  recognised  in  Niasc. 
North  &  East.  Ry.  Co.,  3  Myl.  &Cr.  357. 

2  Harrison  v.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  162. 

'  Newell  V.  Simpkin,  6  Bing.  565. 

*  May  V.  Gwynne,  3  B.  &  A.  301.  In  R.  v.  Harrison,  2  Sess.  Cas.  490; 
9  Q.  B.  794,  S.  C,  the  court  refused  to  grant  a  mandamus  for  a  rate-payer  of 
a  township  to  inspect  the  appointment  of  overseers  of  the  poor  for  that  town- 
ship. 

*  May.  V.  Gwynne,  4  B.  &  A.  301. 
«  E.  V.  Smallpieee,  2  Chit.  R.  288. 
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issue  on  this  fact,  the  court  held  that,  at  common  law,  he  could  not 
demand  an  inspection  of  the  parish  books,  though  the  defendants 
alleged  that  he  was  a  parishioner,  for  he  himself  denied  the  alle- 
gation.' However,  in  that  case,  a  bill  of  discovery  having  been 
filed,  the  Court  of  Chancery  ordered  the  defendants  to  produce  the 
rate  books  and  other  parish  documents,  which  related  to  the  matter 
in  question.^  Again,  where  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  had  indicted 
those  of  a  county  for  non-repair  of  a  bridge,  and  the  question  was, 
which  of  the  litigants  were  liable  to  repair  it,  the  court  refused  to 
compel  the  prosecutors  to  allow  the  defendants  to  inspect  the  parish 
documents  which  related  to  the  repair  of  the  bridge.' 


§  1498.  The  books  kept  by  commissioners  of  sewers  may  be  men-  ?  1349 
tioned  in  the  same  catagory  with  parish  books;  that  is,  strangers 
are  not  entitled  to  inspect  them ;  and  even  parties  assessed  to  the 
sewer-rate  have  no  general  right  of  inspection,  but  can  only 
claim  access  to  such  entries  and  proceedings  as  have  reference 
to  the  rate  to  which  they  are  themselves  assessed,  and  to  the 
level  where  their  ptoperty  is  situated.*  So,  where  a  person 
was  prosecuted  for  practicing  pliysic,  not  being  a  member  of  the 
College  of  Physicians,  nor  having  a  licence,  nor  being  a  graduate 
of  either  University,  the  court  refused  to  grant  him  a  rule  to 
inspect  the  books  of  the  college,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a 
member  of  that  body.^  It  has  been  held,  Ijowever,  that  a  bishop's 
register  of  presentations  and  institutions  is  kept  for  the  use  of  all 
persons  claiming  title  to  livings  in  his  diocese ;  and,  accordingly, 
where  the  bishop  himself  and  a  private  person  were  adverse 
claimants  of  the  patronage  of  a  particular  benefice,  the  court 
granted  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  bishop  to  allow  *his  opponent 
to  inspect  so  much  of  the  register   as    related   to    the  benefice  in 


'  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  649. 
^  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  1  Myl.  &  K.  680. 
'  R.  V.  Buckingham  Js.,  8  B.  &  C.  375. 

*  R.  V.  Comm.  of  Sewers  for  Tower  Haml.,  3  Q.  B.  670.     See,  as  to  books 
kept  by  the  Metrop.  Board  of  Works,  18  &  19  V.,  c.  120,  §  61. 

*  R.  V.  Dr.  West,  cited  2  Wils.  240;  5  Mod.  395,  396,  S.  C. 
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question.'  So,  a  prebendary  may,  at  all  reasonable  times,  inspect 
such  of  the  charters,  statutes,  injunctions,  and  acts  of  the  Chapter, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  establish  or  illustrate  his  rights  concerning, 
his  prebend.^ 


§  1499.  On  a  similar  principle,  fundholders  have  been  held  i  3350 
entitled  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  such  entries  in  the  deposit 
and  transfer  books  of  the  Bank  of  England,'  or  of  the  East-India 
Company,  as  relate  to  stock  in  which  they  claim  to  be  interested;  * 
and  merchants  can  demand  access  to  such  of  the  Custom  House 
books  as  contain  entries  with  regard  to  their  goods.'  The  same 
doctrine  renders  a  limited  inspection  of  any  other  books  and  docu- 
ments a  matter  of  right,  when  they  constitute  the  common  evidence 
of  transactions  between  public  offices  and  private  individuals,  and 
where  the  inspection  is  necessary  to  establish  some  disputed  claim.* 
On  the  other  hand,  access  to  these  books  will  not  be  granted  in 
favour  of  persons,  who  have  either  no  interest  in  them,  or  who  seek 
to  inspect  them  for  some  private  object  unconnected  with  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  books  are  kept.  For  instance,  where  a  party 
brought  a  qui  tarn  action  against  a  postmaster  for  interfering  in  the 
election  of  a  member  of  Parliament,  the  court  refused  the  plaintifp  a 
rule  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  post-office,  because  the  suit  did  not 
relate  to  any  transaction  in  that  office,  and  the  applicant  had  no 
interest  in  his  books.  ^ 

§  1500.  In  accordance  with  the  invariable  rule  which  protects  a    »  135]^ 


'•R.  V.  Bp.  of  Ely,  8  B.  &  C.  112 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Finch  v.  Bp.  of  Ely,  2  M.  & 
E.  127.  "  Young  v.  Lynch,  1  W.  Bl.  27. 

^  Foster  v.  Bk.  of  England,  8  Q.  B.  689. 

'  Geery  v.  Hopkins,  2  Ld.  Ray,  851  ;  7  Mod.  129,  S.  C.  As  to  the  right  of 
inspecting  documents  under  "  the  Colonial  Stock  Act,  1877,"  see  40  &  41  V., 
c.  59,  U  1,  18. 

°  Crew  V.  Saunders,  2  Str.  1005. 

'  See  note  by  Mr.  Nolan  to  R.  v.  Hostmen  of  Newcastle,  2  Str.  1223,  where 
all  the  older  authorities  on  the  subject  are  collected  and  classified.  See, 
also,  R.  V.  King,  2  T.  R.  235,  per  Ashurst,  J.,  as  to  the  assessments  of  the 
land  tax. 

'  Crew  V.  Saunders,  2  Str.  1005.  See  Atherfold  i;.  Beard,  2  T.  R.  610 ; 
Benson  v.  Post,  1  Wils.  240.     See,  also,  ante,  ?  1497. 
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witness  or  party  from  being  compelled  to  furnish  evidence,  that  may 
expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge,'  the  Court  will  never  oblige  a  person 
to  allow  the  inspection  ^  of  either  public  or  private  documents  in  his 
custody,  where  the  inspection  is  sought  for  the  purpose  of  support- 
ing a  prosecution  against  himself ^^  An  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto  is  not  considered  as  a  criminal  proceeding  within 
the  meaning  of  this  rule;  *  nor  is  a  mandamus,  at  least  if  the  object 
be  to  enforce  a  civil  right  ;^  but  where  the  lord  of  a  manor  was  in- 
dicted for  not  repairing  the  bank  of  a  river  ratione  tenurse,  it  was  in 
vain  urged  in  support  of  a  rule  to  inspect  the  court  rolls,  that  the 
indictment,  though  in  form  a  criminal  proceeding,  was  really  to  try 
the  right  of  repair,  which  was  a  civil  right." 

§  1501.  Where  writs,  or  other  proceeding  in  a  cause,  are  ?  1352 
officially  in  the  custody  of  an  officer  of  the  court,  it  may  be  doubtful 
whether  he  can  be  compelled  to  permit  them  to  be  inspected  for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  evidence  in  a  civil  action  against  himself. 
For  instance,  if  an  action  be  brought  against  the  governor  of 
Holloway  prison  for  the  escape  of  a  debtor,  has  the  plaintiff  a  right 
to  inspect  the  writ  by  which  the  debtor  was  committed  to  the  de- 
fendant's custody?  On  this  point  the  old  courts  of  Queen's  Bench 
and  Common  Pleas  came,  a  few  years  ago,  to  opposite  conclusions.' 

§  1502.  In  all  cases  where  the  interference  of  a  coiu:t  is  required    I  1353 
in  order  to  obtain  the  inspection  of  a  document,  it  must  appear  by 

1  Ante,  §  1453, 

^  The  Order  respecting  discovery  and  inspection  in  the  Rules  of  the  Sup. 
Ct.,  1883,  viz.,  Ord.  XXXI.,  does  not  affect  either  criminal  proceedings,  or 
proceedings  on  the  Crown  or  Revenue  sides  of  the  Q.  B.  D.  See  8rd. 
LXVIII. 

'  Wigr.  Disc.  ?|  130—132,  268—270,  285,  etseq.;  Ld.  Montagueu  Dudman, 
2  Ves.  Sen.  397  ;  Glyn  v.  Houston,  1  Keen,  329  ;  R.  v.  Purnell,  1  W.  Bl.  37 ; 
1  Wils.  239,  S.  C;  R.  v.  Heydon,  1  "W.  Bl.  351  ;  R.  v.  Buckingham  Js.,  8  B. 
&  C.  375  ;  R.  v.  Cornelius,  2  Str.  1210 ;  1  Wils.  142,  S.  C.  See  Bradshaw  v. 
Murphy,  7  C.  &  P.  712,  sed  qu. 

*  R.  V.  Shelley,  3  T.  R.  141  ;  R.  v.  Babb,  id.  582 ;  R.  v.  Pumell,  1  "W.  Bl. 
45. 

'  R.  V.  Ambergate,  &c.,  Ry.  Co.,  17  Q,  B.  957. 

6  R.  V.  E.  Cadogan,  5  B.  &  A.  902  ;  1  D.  &  R.  550,  S.  C. 

'  Fox  V.  Jones,  7  B.  &  C.  732  ;  Davies  v.  Brown,  9  Moore,  778.  See,  also, 
R.  V.  Sheriff  of  Chester,  1  Chit.  R.  477. 
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affidavit  that  an  express  demand  to  inspect  has  been  made  to  the 
proper  quarter,  and  has  been  distinctly  refused.^  It  seems  also  that 
this  demand  must  come  either  directly  from  the  applicant  or  indi- 
rectly from  his  agent,  and  that  it  will  not  suffice  if  it  be  made  by  a 
person  whom  the  agent  has  employed  for  that  purpose.^  In  stating 
that  there  must  be  a  distinct  refusal,  it  is  not  meant  that  the  word 
"  refuse  "  or  any  equivalent  expression  should  be  employed,  but  it 
will  be  enough  if  the  party  applied  to  shows  clearly  by  his  conduct 
that  he  is  determined  not  to  do  what  is  required.'  Still,  nothing 
short  of  this  will  suffice;  and  therefore,  where  a  shareholder  in  a 
company  applied  to  the  committee  for  leave  to  inspect  the  books  of 
the  company,  and  was  told  by  the  chairman  that  the  committee 
would  take  time  to  consider  the  request;  whereupon,  ten  days 
afterwards,  he  again  applied  to  the  clerk,  who  refused  inspection, 
though  it  did  not  appear  that  the  refusal  was  authorized  by  the 
cordmittee;  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  no  sufficient 
refusal  by  the  committee  had  been  proved,  to  warrant  the  making 
absolute  a  rule  for  a  mandamus.*  If,  on  the  application  of  a  party 
the  liberty  to  inspect  books  be  offered  as  a  favour,  though  not  as  a 
right,  and  be  consequently  declined  by  the  applicant,  it  may  be 
questionable  whether  the  Court  will  interfere.^  Where  a  party 
applied  to  a  judge  on  summons  for  leave  to  inspect  certain  books; 
but  the  judge,  after  hearing  both  parties,  referred  the  question  to 
the  court,  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  the  proceedings  at 
chambers  were  equivalent  to  a  demand  and  refusal.' 


§  1503.     The  preceding  observations  have  been  confined  to  those   ?  1354 


1  E.  V.  Wilts.  &  Berks.  Can.  Co.,  3  A.  &  E.  477;  5  N.  &M.  344,  S.  C;  R. 
V.  Bristol  &  Exeter  Ey.  Co.,  4  Q.  B.  162.  But  the  objection  that  the  affidavits 
disclose  no  sufficient  demand  and  refusal  must  be  taken  before  the  merits  are 
discussed,  4  Q.  B.  171,  per  Ld.  Denman,  recognising  E.  v.  East.  Cos.  Ey.  Co., 
10  A.  &  E.  531,  545,  n.  b.  '  Ex  p.  Hutt,  7  Dowl.  690. 

»  E.  V.  Brecknock  &  Aberg.  Can.  Co.,  3  A.  &  E.  222,  223,  per  Ld.  Denman 
&  Littledale,  J. 

♦  E.  V.  Wilts.  &  Berks.  Can.  Co.,  3  A.  &  E.  477;  5  N.  &  M.  344,  S.  C. 

*  E.  0.  Trust,  of  Northleach  &  Witney  Eoads,  5  B.  &  Ad.  978,  982,  per  Ld. 
Denman. 

«  Birming.  Brist.  &  Thames  Junct.  Ey.  Co.  v.  White,  1  Q.  B.  282,  286;  4  P. 
&  D.  649,  S.  C. 
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cases  where  the  right  of  inspection  depends  upon  the  common 
law;  but  it  now  becomes  necessary  to  advert  to  some  statutes, 
which  especially  provide  for  the  keeping  of  particular  public 
documents,  and  for  their  inspection  by  parties  interested.  Thus 
the  Act  of  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86, — as  amended  by  the  Births  and 
Deaths  Registration  Act,  1874,' — entitles  any  person  to  search  the 
register- books  of  births,  baptisms,  marriages,  deaths  and  burials, 
and  the  indexes  thereto,  and  to  demand  certified  copies  of  any 
entry  in  the  books,  on  payment  of  a  small  fee;^  the  Act  of  16  &• 

1  37  &  38  v.,  a  88. 

'  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  I  35,  enacts,  that  "every  rector,  vicar,  or  curate,  and 
every  registrar,  registering  officer,  and  secretary,  who  shall  have  the  keeping 
for  the  time  being  of  any  register-book  of  births,  deaths,  or  marriages,  shall  at 
all  reasonable  times  allow  searches  to  be  made  of  any  register-hook  in  his  keep- 
ing." [This  will  include  register-books  of  baptisms  and  burials,  which  the 
rector,  vicar,  or  curate  ot  each  parish  is  bound  to  keep,  under  the  provisions  of 
52  G.  3,  c.  146,  §  5.]  "  And  shall  give  a  copy  certified  under  his  hand  of  any 
entry  or  entries  in  the  same,  on  payment  of  the  fee  hereinafter  mentioned; 
(that  is  to  say,)  for  every  search  extending  over  a  period  not  more  than  one 
year,  the  sum  of  one  shilling,  and  sixpence  additional  for  every  additional 
year,  and  the  sum  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence  for  every  single  certificate." 

§  36  is  now  repealed  by  37  &  38  V.,  c.  88,  ?  54,  and  in  lien  thereof  it  is 
enacted,  by  ?  32  of  the  same  Act,  that  the  registrar-general  shall  supply  to 
the  superintendent  registrars  suitable  forms  and  indexes  with  respect  to 
births  and  deaths,  and  that  "every  person  shall  be  entitled  at  all  reasonable 
hours  to  search  the  said  indexes,  and  to  have  a  certified  copy  of  any  entry  or 
entries  in  the  said  register-books  under  the  hand  of  the  superintendent 
registrar,  on  payment  in  each  case  of  the  appointed  fee:" — that  is,  as  ex- 
plained in  the  2nd  Sched.,  for  a  general  search,  five  shillings;  for  a  particular 
search,  one  shilling;  for  a  certified  copy,  two  shillings  and  sixpence. 

6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  ?  37,  enacts,  that  "the  registrar-general  shall  cause 
indexes  of  all  the  said  certified  copies  of  the  registers  to  be  made,  and  kept 
in  the  general  register  oflSce;  and  that  every  person  shall  be  entitled,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  fees  hereafter  mentioned,  to  search  the  said  indexes  between 
the  hours  of  ten  in  the  morning  and  four  in  the- afternoon  of  every  day, 
except  Sundays,  Christmas-day,  and  Good  Friday,  and  to  have  a  certified  copy 
of  any  entry  in  the  said  certified  copies  of  the  registers;  and  for  every  general 
search  of  the  said  indexes  shall  be  paid  the  sum  of  twenty  shillings,  and 
for  every  particular  search  the  sum  of  one  shilling;  and  for  every  such 
certified  copy  the  the  sum  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence,  and  no  more,  shall  be 
paid  to  the  registrar-general,  or  such  other  officer  as  shall  be  appointed  for 
that  purpose  on  his  account."  The  Act  for  registering  marriages,  and  also 
the  Act  for  registering  births  and  deaths,  in  Ireland,  respectively  contain 
similar  provisions.  See  7  &  8  V.,  c.  81,  U.  68—70,  Ir.,  and  26  &  27  V.,  c.  11, 
?S  50—52,  Ir.     See,  also,  52  G.  3,  c.  146,  g  5. 
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17  v.,  c.  134,'  and  the  Eegistration  of  Burials  Act,  1864,^  contain 
eimilar  provisions  with'  respect  to  searches  tp  be  made  in,  and 
copies  and  extracts  to  be  taken  from,  the  registers  of  burials 
respectively  kept  under  the  directions  of  the  Metropolitan  Inter- 
ment Act,'  and  of  those  acts ;  the  Act  for  Marriages,  passed  in 
the  last  reign,  enacts,  that  the  "marriage  notice  book,"  v^hich  the 
superintendent-registrar  is  bound  to  keep,  shall  be  "  open  at  all 
reasonable  times  without  fee  to  all  persons  desirous  of  inspecting 
the  same";  *  while,  under  the  Acts  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  92,  and  21  &  22 
v.,  c.  25,  which  respectively  provide  for  the  deposit  of  certain  non- 
parochial  registers  *  in  the  custody  of  the  registrar-general,  every 

'  J  8  enacts,  that  "all  burials  within  any  burial-ground  provided  under" 
[the  Act  of  15  &  16  v.,  c.  85],  "  or  this  Act,  shall  be  registered  in  a  register- 
book  to  be  provided  by  the  burial  board  providing  such  ground,  (or  where 
the  same  is  provided  by  the  commissioners  of  sewers  of  the  city  of  London, 
then  by  such  commissioners,)  and  kept  for  that  purpose  according  to  the  laws 
in  force  by  which  registers  are  required  to  be  kept  by  the  rectors,  vicars,  or 
curates  of  parishes,  or  ecclesiastical  districts  in  England;  and  such  register- 
book  shall  be  kept  by  some  officer  appointed  by  the  said  board  or  commis- 
sioners to  that  duty;  and  in  such  register-books  shall  be  distinguished  in  what 
parts  of  the  burial-ground,  and,  where  the  whole  of  such  burial-ground  is  not 
consecrated  for  interment  according  to  the  rites  of  the  united  Church  of  Eng- 
land and  Ireland,  whether  in  the  portion  so  consecrated,  or  in  the  portion  not 
so  consecrated,  the  several  bodies  (the  burials  of  which  are  entered  in  such 
register-books)  are  buried;  and  in  case  such  burial-ground  has  been  provided 
for  more  than  one  parish,  such  register  shall  be  kept  or  indexed  so  as  to 
facilitate  searches  for  entries  in  such  books,  in  respect  of  bodies  from  the 
several  parishes;  and  such  register-books,  or  copies,  or  extracts  therefrom, 
shall  be  received  in  all  courts  as  evidence  of  the  burials  entered  therein; 
and  copies  or  transcripts  of  such  register-books,  verified  and  signed  by  such 
officer  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  from  time  to  time  sent  to  the  registrar  of  the 
diocese,  to  be  kept  with  the  copies  of  the  other  register-books  of  the  parishes 
within  such  diocese,  and  the  said  register-books,  so  far  as  respects  searches 
to  be  made  therein  and  copies  and  extracts  to  be  taken  therefrom,  shall  be 
subject  to  the  same  regulations  as  are  provided  by  [6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86],  so  far 
as  such  regulations  relate  to  register-books  of  burials  kept  by  any  rector, 
vicar,  or  curate." 

'i  27  &  28  v.,  c.  97,  ?  6. 

'  15  &  16  v.,  c.  85. 

*  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  85,  2  5;  7  &  8  V.,  c.  81,  ??  2,  14,  Ir.;  26  &  27,  V.',  c. 
27,  U  2,  3,  Ir.  ■ 

°  These  registers  consist  of  more  than  seven  thousand  books,  belonging  to 
one  or  other  of  the  following  religious  communities:— The  foreign  Protestant 
churches  in  England  ;  the  Quakers  ;  the  Presbyterians  ;  the  Independents; 
the  Baptists;  the  Wesleyan  Methodists,  in  their  several  branches;   the  Mora- 
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person  is  entitled,  on  payment  of  certain  fees,  but  upon  personal 
application  only,^  to  inspect  these  registers  and  the  lists  of  the 
same,^  and  to  have  certified  extracts  of  such   entries  as  he  may 
require.'    A  similar  law  prevails  with  respect  to  the  register  of 
vians;  the  Countess  of  Huntingdon's  connection;   the  Calvinistic  Methodists 
and  the  Swedenborgians.     Besides  these,  a  few  registers  have  been  deposited, 
■which  belong  either  to  Roman  Catholic,  Irvingite,  Inghamite,  Bible  Christian, 
New  Jerusalemite,  Unitarian,  or  Scotch  Church  congregations.     The  registers 
transmitted  from  the  foreign  Protestant  churches  contain  entries  of  births, 
baptisms,  marriagas,  deaths,  and  burials;  and  those  sent  by  the  Quakers  are 
registers  of  births,  marriages,  and  deaths.     The  remaining  books  are  for  the 
most  part  registers  of  births  or  baptisms,  but  there  are  some  registers  of  deaths 
or  burials,  and  one  or  two  registers  of  marriages.     The  dates  of  these  books 
range  from  the  middle  of  the  16th  century  to  the  year  1840.      Most  of  the 
registers  were  sent  to  the  registrar-general  from  the  minister  of  the  congrega- 
tion to  which  they  belonged,  but  a  valuable  collection  of  these  documents  was 
transmitted  from  Dr.  Williams'  library,  in  Redcross-street,  and  another  smaller 
one  from  the  Wesleyan  Regi.stry  in  Paternoster-row.     It  may  be  observed,  that 
the  Jews  have  declined  to  part  with  their  registers,  as  have  also   the  Roman 
Catholic  prelates  in  most  instances.     The  registers,  too,  of  births  and  deaths, 
which  are  kept  at  the  Heralds'  College  from  the  year  1747  to  1783;  the  records 
of  Indian  baptisms,  deaths,  and  marriages,  deposited  at  the  office  of  the  Secre- 
tary for  India;  and  the  registers  of  births,  baptisms,    marriages,  and  burials 
of  British  subjects  abroad,  transmitted  to  the  registry  of  the  Consistory  Court 
of  London,  are  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  Act.      See  Report  of 
Commiss.  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  state,  &c.,  of  non-parochial  registers, 
which  was  presented  to   Parliament  in  1838  ;    and  another  report  of  the 
Commiss.  bearing  date  31  Dec,  1857. 

•  See  fly-sheet  to  "Lists  of  Non-Parochial  Registers,"  published  by  the 
registrar-general,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  1841. 

*  A  list  of  the  non-parochial  registers  in  the  custody  of  the  registrar-general 
was  published  in  1841,  and  contains  a  statement — 1,  of  the  number  marked  on 
each  register — 2,  of  the  name  of  the  place  of  worship — 3,  of  the  denomination 
and  date  of  the  foundation — 4,  of  the  name  of  the  last  minister — 5  of  the 
number  of  the  books  deposited,  and  the  nature  of  the  entries— and,  6,  of  the 
period  over  which  each  register  extends.  Copies  of  this  list  have  been  sent 
to  every  person,  congregation,  or  society,  having  had  the  custody  of  any  "of 
the  deposited  registers,  as  also  to  every  superintendent-registrar,  and  to  the 
registrar-general,  to  be  open  for  inspection  at  the  respective  offices,  without 
fee.  A  list  of  the  registers  deposited  under  21  &  22  V.,  c.  25,  is  given  in 
App.  A  to  the  Report  of  the  Commiss.  dated  31  Dec,  1857. 

^3  &  4  v.,  c.  92,  §  5,  enacts,  that  "  the  registrar-general  shall  cause  lists  to 
be  made  of  all  the  registers  and  records  which  may  be  placed  in  his  custody  by 
virtue  of  this  Act;  and  every  person  shall  be  entitled,  on  payment  of  the  fees 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  search  the  said  lists,  and  any  register  or  record  therein 
mentioned,  between  the  hours  of  ten  in  the  morning  and  four  in  the  afternoon 
of  every  day,  except  Sundays  and  Christmas-day,  and  Good  Friday,  but  sub--, 
ject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  made  from  time  to  time  by  the  registrar- 
general,  with  the  approbation  of  one  of  her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of 
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marriages  in  the  Ionian  Islands,  which  is  now  deposited  with  the 
Eegistrar-  General. ' 


§  1504.  Again  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  1882/  contains' 
in  §  233,  the  following  special  provisions  relating  to  the  inspection 
and  copying  of  documents.  "  ( 1. )  The  minutes  of  proceeding  of  the 
council  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  a  burgess  on  payment  of 
a  fee  of  one  shilling,  and  a  burgess  may  make  a  copy  thereof  or 
take  an  extract  therefrom. 

"  (2. )  A  burgess  may  make  a  copy  of,  or  take  an  extract  from,  an 
order  of  the  council  for  the  payment  of  money. 

"  (3.)  The  treasurer's  accounts  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of 
the  council,  and  a  member  of  the  council  may  make  a  copy  thereof  or 
take  an  extract  therefrom. 

"  (4. )  The  abstract  of  the  treasurer's  accounts  shall  be  open  to  the 
inspection  of  all  the  ratepayers  of  the  borough,  and  copies  thereof 
shall  be  delivered  to  a  ratepayer  ou  payment  of  a  reasonable  price 
for  each  copy.  ' 

"  (5.)  The  Freemen's  Koll  shall  be  open  to  public  inspection, 
and  the  town  clerk  shall  deliver  copies  thereof  to  any  person  on 
payment  of  a  reasonable  price  for  each  copy. 

"  (6.)  A  document  directed  by  this  Act  to  be  open  to  inspection 
shall  be  so  open  at  any  reasonable  time  during  the  ordinary 
hours  of  business,  and  without  payment,  unless  it  be  otherwise 
expressed. 

"  (7.)  If  a  person  having. the  custody  of  any  documents  in  this 
section  mentioned, —  (a)  obstructs  any  person  authdtised  to 
inspect  the  same  in  making  such  inspection  thereof  as  in  this 
section  mentioned;  or  {b)  refuses  to  give  copies  or  extracts  to  any 
person  entitled  to  obtain  the  same  under  this  section; — he   shall. 


State,  and  to  have  a  certified  extract  of  any  entry  in  the  said  registers  or 
records;  and  for  every  search  in  any  such  register  or  record  shall  be  paid  the 
sum  of  one  shilling;  and  for  every  such  certified  extract  the  sum  of  two 
shillings  and  sixpence,  and  no  more." 

'  27  &  28  V.,  c.  77,  §9. 

"  45  &  46  v.,  c.  50. 
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on  summary  conviction,  be    liable   to    a    fine  not    exceeding  five 
pounds." 

§  1505.  Under  the  Elementary  Education  Act,  1870,  "every  U355a 
ratepayer  in  a  school  district  may,  at  all  reasonable  times,  without 
payment,  inspect  and  take  copies  of  or  extracts  from  all  books  and 
documents  belonging  to  or  under  the  control  of  the  school  board  of 
such  district" '  So,  also,  under  certain  circumstances,  defined 
in  "  the  Parliamentary  and  Municipal  Eegistration  Act,  1878,"  ^ 
burgesses  have  a  right,  free  of  charge,  to  inspect  and  make  copies 
of  the  books  containing  the  poor  rates. 

§  1506.  "Any  person  interested  in  or  assessed  to  any  rate" 
made  under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  "  may  inspect  the  same, 
and  any  estimate  made  previously  thereto,  and  may  take  copies  of 
or  extracts  therefrom  vrithout  fee  or  rev?ard." '  So,  also,  all  regis- 
ters of  mortgages  on  rates,  kept  at  the  offices  of  the  Local  Authori- 
ties under  the  same  Act,  "  shall  be  open  to  public  inspection  during 
office  hours  without  fee  or  reward."  *  The  Eegisters  of  the  Voters 
under  the  same  Act  are  also  open  to  a  limited  inspection.^ 

§  1507.  Under  the  Companies  Act,  186^.,  any  person  may  §  1356 
inspect,  and  require  a  certified  copy  or'  extract  of,  any  document 
which  is  kept  by  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies;^  and  every 
member  of  a  company  duly  registered  under  that  Act  is  entitled, 
during  lousiness  hours,  but  subject  to  such  reasonable  restrictions 
as  the  company  in  general  meeting  may  impose,  to  inspect  gratis 
the  register  of  members  which  if  kept  at  the  registered  office  of 
the  company.'  Even  strangers  have  a  similar  right  on  payment 
of  %  small  fee,  and  they,  as  well  as  members,  can  obtain  a  copy  of 
any  part  of  the  register,  if  they  are  prepared  to  pay  sixpence  for 
every  hundred  words  copied.'  So,  the  Companies  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act, — which  applies  to  every  joint- stock  company  incor- 


'  33  &  34  v.,  c.  75,  ?  87.  Ml  &  42  V.,  c.  26,  §  13. 

»  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55,  §  219.  *  §  237. 

^  Sch.  2,  Eule  1,  sub-rule  30. 

«  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  ?  174,   r.  5.     SeeR.  v.  Mariquita  &  New  Gren.  Min. 
Co.,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  67.  '  25&  26  V.,  c.  89,  ?  32.  «  Id. 
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porated  by  statute  since  the  8th  of  May,  1845,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  any  undertaking, — contains  several  provisions 
authorising  parties  interested  to  inspect  and  demand  copies  of  the 
books  and  documents  relating  to  the  company's  affairs;'  and  the 

'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16,  ^  10,  enacts,  that  "in  addition  to  the  register  of  share- 
holders, the  company  shall  provide  a  book  to  be  called  the  '  Shareholders' 
Address  Book,'  in  which  the  secretary  shall,  from  time  to  time,  enter  in 
alphabetical  order  the  corporate  names  and  places  of  business  of  the  several 
shareholders  of  the  company,  being  corporations,  and  the  surnames  of  the 
several  other  shareholders  vfith  their  respective  Christian  names,  places  of' 
abode,  and  descriptions,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  be  knovm  to  the  company; 
and  every  shareholder,  or  if  such  shareholder  be  a  corporation,  the  clerk  or 
agent  of  such  corporation,  may  at  all  convenient  times  peruse  such  book 
gratis,  and  may  require  a  copy  thereof  or  of  any  part  thereof;  and  for  every 
huildred  words  so  required  to  be  copied,  the  company  may  demand  a  sum  not 
exceeding  sixpence."  ?  45  enacts,  that  "  a  register  of  mortgages  and  bonds 
shall  be  kept  by  the  secretary,  and  within  fourteen  days  after  the  date  of  any 
such  mortgage  or  bond,  an  entry  or  memorial  specifying  the  number  and  date 
of  such  mortgage  or  bond,  and  the  sums  secured  thereby,  and  the  names  of 
the  parties  thereto,  with  their  proper  additions,  shall  be  made  in  such  register; 
and  such  register  may  be  perused  at  all  reasonable  times  by  any  of  the  share- 
holders, or  by  any  mortgagee  or  bond  creditor  of  the  company,  or  by  any 
person  interested  in  any  such  mortgage  or  bond,  without  fee  or  reward." 
^  63  enacts,  that  "the  company  shall  from  time  to  time  cause  the  names  of 
the  several  parties  who  may  be  interested  in  [the  general  capital  stock  of 
the  company],  with  the  amount  of  the  interest  therein  possessed  by  them 
respectively,  to  be  entered  in  a  book  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  and  to  be- 
called  the  '  Register  of  Holders  of  Consolidated  Stock; '  and  such  book  shall 
be  accessible  at  all  seasonable  times  to  the  several  holders  of  shares  or  stock 
in  the  undertaking."  ^  115,  116,  provide,  that  "  accounts  shall  be  kept  by- 
the  directors,  and  that  the  books  of  the  company  shall  be  balanced  at  certain 
periods."  |  117  then  enacts,  that  "  the  books  so  balanced,  together  With  such 
balance-sheet  as  aforesaid,  shall  for  the  prescribed  periods,  and,  if  no  periods, 
be  prescribed,  for  fourteen  days  previous  to  each  ordinary  meeting,  and  for 
one  month  thereafter,  be  open  for  the  inspection  of  the  shareholders  at  the 
principal  ofifice  or  place  of  business  of  the  company ;  but  the  shareholders- 
shall  not  be  entitled  at  any  time,  except  during  the  periods  aforesaid,  to 
demand  the  inspection  of  such  books,  unless  in  virtue  of  a  written  order 
signed  by  three  of  the  directors."  §  118  enacts,  that  "the  directors  shall 
produce  to  the  shareholders  assembled  at  such  ordinary  meeting,  the  said 
balance-sheet  applicable  to  the  period  immediately  preceding  such  meeting, 
together  with  the  report  of  the  auditors  thereon,  as  hereinbefore  provided." 
§  119  enacts,  that  "the  directors  shall  appoint  a  book-keeper  to  enter  the 
accounts  aforesaid  in  books  to  be  provided  for  the  purpose;  and  every  such 
book-keeper  shall  permit  any  shareholder  to  inspect  such  books,  and  take 
■  copies  or  extracts  therefrom,  at  any  reasonable  time  during  the  prescribed 
periods,  and  if  no  periods  be  prescribed,  during  one  fortnight  before,  and 
one  month  after,  every  ordinary  meeting;  and  if  he  fail  to  permit  any  such 
shareholder  to  inspect   such  books,  or  take  copies  or  extracts  therefrom, 
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same  observations  may  be  made  with  respect  to  tlie  Commissioners 
Clauses  Act,'  to  several  other  Consolidation  Acts  passed  in  1847,^ 
to  the  Railway  Companies  Securities  Act,^  1866,  and  to  the 
Metropolis  Water  Act,  1871.*  The  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation 
j^ct^^ — which  applies  to  all  railways  authorised  to  be  constructed 
since  the  8th  of  May,  1845, — contains  also  an  important  provision 
on  this  subject,  for  it  enacts,  in  §  107,  that  every  railway  company 
subject  to  that  Act  shall,  if  required,  transmit  a  copy  of  its  annual 
account  of  disbursements  and  receipts,  duly  audited,  and  free  of 
charge,  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  several  parishes,  and  to 
the  clerks  of  the  peace  of  the  counties,  through  which  the  railway 
shall  pass;  and  such  accounts  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of 
the  public  at  all  reasonable  hours,  on  payment  of  one  shilling. 
An  easy  mode  is  thus  afforded  of  ascertaining  the  sum  at  which  the 
company  should  be  assessed  to  the  parochial  and  county  rates. 

§  1508.  On  payment  of  the  prescribed  fees  in  the  shape  of  I  ISM-* 
stamps,  "  any  person  may  inspect,  and  make  copies  of,  and  extracts 
from,  the  register  of  securities,  the  register  of  mortgage  debentures, 
and  the  returns  made  by  the  company  to  the  registrar,"  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Mortgage  Debenture  Act,  1865.°  So  the  registers 
of  "Nominal  Securities,"  which  are  kept  under  "  The  Local  Loans 
Act,  1875,"  may  be  inspected  at  all  reasonable  times  by  any  person 
upon  payment  of  the  prescribed  fee.' 

§  1509.  Under  "The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,"  "any 
member  or  person  having  an  interest  in  the  funds  of  the  society  " 
may  "  inspect  the  books  at  all  reasonable  hours  at  the  registered 


during  the  periods  aforesaid,  he  shall  forfeit  to  such  shareholder  for  every 
such  offence  a  sum  not  exceeding  five  pounds."  See  E.  v.  Lond.  &  St. 
Katharine  Dock  Co.,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  4. 

1  10  &  11  v.,  c.  16,  §?  31,  55,  76,  88—90. 

^  See  Markets  and  Fairs  CI.  Act,  10  &  11  V.,  c.  14,  ?  50;  Gas-Works  CI. 
Act,  id.  c.  15,  I  38;  Waterworks  CI.  Act,  id.  c.  17,  I  83 ;  Harbours,  Docks, 
and  Piers  CI.  Act,  id.  c.  27,  I  50. 

«  29&30V.,  c.  108,  §§7,8,9,  12. 

*  34  &  35  v.,  c.  113,  §§  23,  37.  ^  8  &  9  V.,  c.  20. 

»  28  &  29  v.,  c.  78;  33  &  34  V.,  c.  20,  §  11. 

'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  83,  §  24. 

(4168) 


CHAP.  VI.]   REGIST.  UNDER  LAND  TRNSF.  ACT. CPYRT.  ACTS.    1297 

office  of  the  society; "  but  this  enactment  will  not  empower  one 
member  to  inspect  the  loan  account  of  another  without  his  written 
consent.' 


§  1510.  Under  "  The  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875."  any  registered 
proprietor  of  any  land  or  charge,  and  any  person  authorised  by  him, 
or  by  an  order  of  the  court,  or  by  general  rule,  but  no  other  person, 
may,  subject  to  ihe  regulations  in  force,  inspect  and  make  copies  of, 
and  extracts  from,  any  register  or  document  in  the  custody  of  the 
registrar  relating  to  such  land  or  charge.''  Subject  also  to  such 
regulations  as  may  be  made  by  the  Treasury,  every  person  has  a 
right  to  search  any  of  the  indexes  kept  at  the  office  for  the  registra- 
tion of  assurance  of  lands  in  Ireland.' 

§  1511.  Again,  the  Copyright  Amendment  Act*  provides, — and  ?  1357 
the  provision  is  incorporated  in  the  International  Copyright  Act, ' 
and  in  the  Act  relating  to  Copyright  in  Works  of  Art,^ — that  a 
register  of  the  proprietorship  of  copyright,  and  of  the  assignments 
thereof,  shall  be  kept  at  the  Hall  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  and 
shall, 'at  all  convenient  times,  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  any 

1  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  i  14,  subs.  1,  R.  (g). 

^  38  &  39  Y„  c.  87,  §  104.  »  13  &  14  V.,  c.  72,  §  52,  Ir. 

*  5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  g  11,  enacts,  that  "a  book  of  registry,  -wherein  may  be 
registered,  as  hereinafter  enacted,  the  proprietorship  in  the  copyright  of  books, 
and  assignment  thereof,  and  in  dramatic  and  musical  pieces,  whether  in 
manuscript,  or  otherwise,  and  licences  affecting  such  copyright,  shall  be  kept 
at  the  Hall  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  by  the  officer  appointed  by  the  said 
company  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  shall  at  all  convenient  times  be 
open  to  the  inspection  of  any  person,  on  payment  of  one  shilling  for  every 
entry  which  shall  be  searched  for  or  inspected  in  the  said  book;  and  that 
such  officer  shall,  whenever  thereunto  reasonably  required,  give  a  copy  of 
any  entry  in  such  book,  certified  under  Jus  hand  and  impressed  with  u.  stamp 
of  the  said  company,  to  be  provided  by  them  for  that  purpose,  and  which 
they  are  hereby  required  to  provide,  to  any  person  requiring  the  same,  on 
payment  to  him  of  the  sum  of  five  shillings;  and  such  copies  so  certified  and 
impressed  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  all  courts,  and  in  all  summary  pro- 
ceedings, and  shall  be  prima  fade  proof  of  the  proprietorship  or  assignment 
of  copyright  or  licence  as  therein  expressed,  but  subject  to  be  rebutted  by 
other  evidence,  and  in  case  of  dramatic  or  musical  pieces,  shall  be  prim&  facie 
proof  of  the  right  of  representation  or  performance,  subject  to  be  rebutted  as 
aforesaid."     See  Lucas  v.  Ck)ok,  L.  R,  13  Ch.  D.  872,  per  Fry,  J. 

'7  &  8  v.,  c.  12,  §  8.  «  25  &  26  V.,  c.  68,  §?  4,  5. 
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person,  oa  payment  of  one  shilling  for  every  entry  inspected;  and 
the  officer  of  the  company  is  also  required,  on  payment  of  five 
shillings,  to  give  a  certified  copy  of  any.  entry  to  any  person 
demanding  it.  So,  under  "  The  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks 
Act,  1883,"  every  register,  whether  of  patents,  or  of  designs,  or  of 
trade  maks,  which  is  kept  in  the  Patent  Office,  must,  at  all  "  con- 
venient times,  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  public,  subject  to  such 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed; '  and  certified  copies,  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  Patent  Office,  of  any  entry  in  any  such  register  shall 
be  given  to  any  person  requiring  the  same,  on  payment  of  the 
prescribed  fee."  '  The  Patents  Rules,  1883,  further  provide  by 
Bule  76,  that  "  certified  copies  of,  or  extracts  from,  patents,  speci- 
fications, disclaimers,  affidavits,  statutory  declarations,  and  other 
public  documents  in  the  Patent  Office,  or  of  or  from  registers  or 
other  books  kept  theiie,  may  be  furnished  by  the  comptroller  on 
payment  of  the  prescribed  fee."  ' 

§  1512.  By  the  joint  operation  of  "The  Solicitors  Acts,  1843  ?  1358 
and  1877,"*  every  person  is  entitled,  without  fee,  to  have  free 
access  to  the  rolls  of  solicitors,  which  are  now  kept  by  the  officer 
appointed  for  that  purpose  under  the  last-named  Act; — to  the  books 
containing  an  abstract  of  the  affidavits  sworn  by  such  solicitors  as 
have  articled  clerks,  which  books  are  placed  under  the  same 
custody  as  the  rolls; — and  to  the  books  kept  by  the  registrar,  in 
which  are  entered  the  particulars  of  the  declarations  signed  by 
solicitors  preparatory  to  obtaining  their  certificates. 

§  1513.  Under  "  The  High  Peak  Mining  Customs  and  Mineral   ?  1359 
Courts  Act,  1851,"  all  persons  are  at  liberty,  at  convenient  times 
in  the  day-time,  to  search  and  examine  all  documents  in  the  custody 


'  See  Patents  Rules,  1883,  R.  75,  &  Sch.  I.,  R.  32,  cited  in  53  L.  J.,  Ord  & 
Rules,  86,  89. 

M6  &  47  v.,  c.  57,  §  88.  But  see  §  52,  which  limits  the  right  of  inspect- 
ing registered  designs.  See  as  to  the  fee,  Patents  Rules,  Sch.  I.,  RR.  33, 
34,35. 

'  See  as  to  the  fee,  Sch.  I.,  RR.  33,  34,  35. 

*  6  &  7  v.,  c.  73,  J?  11,  23;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  25,  2nd  Sched.  Part  2,  Sect, 
substituted  for  6  &  7  V.,  c.  73,  ?  20.  See,  also,  29  &  30  V.,  c.  84,  §?  15,  26, 
29.  Ir. 
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of  the  Steward  of  the  Barmote  Courts  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  upoa 
payment  of  the  fees  therein  specified.' 


§  1514.  By  the  Act  of  7  W.  4  &  1  V.,  c.  83,  §  1,  clerks  of  the  ?  1360 
peace,  town-clerks,  and'  other  persons  holding  official  situations  are 
required  to  take  custody  of  all  maps,  plans,  sections,  books,  and 
writings,  which,  by  the  standing  orders  of  either  House  of  Parlia- 
ment, are  directed  to  be  deposited  with  them,  previous  to  the  intro- 
duction of  any  railway  bill,  or  other  bill  of  a  like  nature;  and  the 
same  statute  enacts,  in  §  2,  that  all  persons  interested  shall  have 
liberty  to  inspect,  and  take  copies  of,  or  extracts  from  these  docu- 
ments, on  payment  of  certain  regulated  fees.  The  provisions  of 
this  Act  have  been  extended  by  several  consolidation  and  other  Acts 
to  the  maps,  plans,  and  sections  of  other  undertakings,  and  to  the 
maps,  plans,  and  sections  of  alterations  proposed  to  be  made  therein  i'' 
as  also  to  copies  of  the  Special  Acts,  by  which  particular  companies, 
conlmissioners,  or  other  undertakers  have  been  authorised  to  act.^ 

§  1515.  Under  the  Jwrcw's  Ac<,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  ^  1361 
of  every  parish  are  directed  to  make  out  a  list  of  every  person 
qualified  to  serve  on  juries,  and  to  allow  such  list  to  be  perused 
gratis  by  any  inhabitant,  at  all  reasonable  times  during  the  first 
three  weeks  of  September;  *  while  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
of  1851,  enacts,  that  a  printed  panel  of  the  jurors  summoned, 
whether  common  or  special,  shall,  seven  days  at  least  before  the 
sitting  of   every  court,  be   kept  at  the  sheriff's    office  for  public 

'  14&15V.,  c.  94,  H5. 

2  See  Rail.  CI.  Consol.  Act,  8  &  9  V.,  c.  20,  ?  9;  do.  for  Scotl.,  id.  c.  .33, 
i  9;  Waterworks  CI.  Act.  10  &  11  V.,  c.  17,  &  21. 

'  Comp.  CI.  Consol.  Act,  8  &  9  V.,  c.  16,  ?  161;  do.  for  Scotl.,  id.  c.  17, 
?  165;  Lands  CI.  Consol.  Act,  id.  c.  18,  §  150;  do.  for  Scotl.,  id.  c.  19, 
I  142;  Eail.  CI.  Consol.  Act;  id.  c.  20,  §  162;  do.  for  Scotl.,  id.  c.  33,  §  153; 
Markets  and  Fairs  CI.  Act,  10  &  11  V.,  c.  14,  ?  58;  Gas-works  CI.  Act,  id. 
c.  15,  ?  45;  Comm.  CI.  Act,  id.  c.  16,  §  110;  Water-works  CI.  Act.  id.  c.  17, 
§  90;  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  CI.  Act,  id.  c.  27,  ?  97;  Towns  Improve- 
ment CI.  Act,  id.  c.  34,  |  214;  Cemeteries  CI.  Act,  c.  65,  §  66;  and  Town 
Police  CI.  Act,  id.  c.  89,  ?  77.  See  9  &  10  V.,  c.  39,  ?6.  See,  also,  9  &  10 
v.,  c.  3,  §  13,  as  to  plans,  &c.,  of  harbours,  and  other  works  in  Ireland,  con- 
structed by  Comm.  to  encourage  sea  fisheries. 

*  6  G.  4,  c.  50,  ?  9. 
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inspection,  and  that  a  printed  copy  of  such  panel  shall  be  delivered 
by  the  sheriff  to  any  party  requiring  it,  on  payment  of  one 
shilling.' 


§  1516.  Tinder  the  Act  of  1843  for  registering  persons  entitled  to  J  1362 
vote  for  members  of  Parliament,  every  person  is  at  liberty,  during 
the  fortnight  next  after  publication,  to  inspect  gratis  the  lists  of 
claimants,  the  registers  of  voters,  and  the  lists  of  persons  objected 
to,  which  are  made  out  by  the  overseers  and  to vfn  clerks  respec- 
tively, as  also  to  obtain  written  or  printed  copies  of  these  docu- 
ments, on  payment  of  a  small  sum.^  So,  after  the  registers  have 
been  revised,  any  person  may  purchase  at  a  stipulated  price,  from 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  a  printed  copy  of  the  county  register,  and 
from  the  town-clerk  a  like  copy  of  the  borough  register.'  Under 
the  same  Act,  every  registered  elector  and  claimant  may,  between 
the  10th  and  31st  of  August,  without  payment  of  any  fee,  inspect 
and  take  extracts  from  any  poor-rate  book,  for  any  purpose  relating 
to  any  claim  or  objection,  made,  or  intended  to  be  made,  by  or 
against  him.*  So,  also,  under  the  Act  of  41  &  42  V.,  c.  26,  a 
more  extensive  right  to  inspect  and  make  copies  of  poor-rates  is 
afforded  to  every  person  "  who  is  registered  as  a  parliamentary 
voter."  ^  Again,  under  the  Ballot  Act,  1872,  all  documents 
forwarded  by  the  returning  officer  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in 
Chancery,"  other  than  ballot  papers  and  counterfoils,  are  open  to 
public  inspection  at  such  time  and  under  such  regulations  as  the 
clerk,  with  the  consent  of  the  Speaker,  may  prescribe;  and  the 
Clerk  will  also  supply  copies  or  extracts  to  any  person  on  the 
payment  of  such  fees  as  the  Treasury  may  sanction.' 

§  1517.  Under  the  Poor  law  Act  of  1834,  every  owner  of  pro-   ?  1363 
perty,  or  his   agent,  and  every  rate-payer,  is   entitled  to  inspect 

1  15  &  16  v.,  u.  76,   R  106—108;  6  G.  4,  c.  50,  §  19.     As  to  the  practice 
in  Ireland,  see  34  &  35  V.,  c.  65,  §?  12,  18,  Ir. 

^  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  §§  5,  8,  13,  14,  18,  20.     As  to  the  law  in  Ireland,  see  13 
&14  v.,  c.  69. 

»  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  §  49.  '  Id.  §  16.  M  13. 

"  That  is,  it  is  presumed,  to  the  Crown   Office  Department  of  the  Central 
Office. 

'  35  &  36  v.,  c.  33,  1st  Sch.  1st  Part,  r.  42. 
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gratis  the  rules  sent  by  the  late  Poor-law  Board,  or  the  present 
Local  Government  Board,  to  the  overseers  of  his  parish,  or  to  the 
guardians  of  his  union,  as  also  to  take  copies  of  such  rules,  or  to 
require  copies  to  be  furnished  to  him,  on  payment  of  a  trifling 
charge.'  For  seven  days,  too,  before  the  auditing  of  the  overseers' 
accounts,  their  rate  books  are  open,  between  the  hours  of  eleven 
and  three,  for  the  inspection  of  every  person  liable  to  be  rated  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor.^ 

§  1518.  Under  the  Valuation  Metropolis  Act,  1869,  any  docu-  ?  1363a 
ments  required  by  that  Act  to  be  deposited  with  the  rate-books  of 
the  parish,  and  especially  all  valuation  lists,  may  be  inspected  and 
copied  without  charge  by  any  ratepayer.' 

§  1519.  Under  the  Highway  Act,  the  surveyors  are  directed  to  I  1364 
keep  books  of  account,  and  these  books  are  open  at  all  reasonable 
times  to  the  inspection  of  all  inhabitants  rated  to  the  highway 
rate  of  the  parish  or  district,  who  are  alsO  entitled  to  take  copies 
or  extracts  from  them  without  fee.*  So,  under  the  Acts  regulating 
the  Turnpike  roads,  the  books  containing  the  oaths,  orders, 
accounts,  and  proceedings  of  the  trustees,  as  well  as  those  kept  for 
registering  mortgages  or  assignments,  may  be  inspected  and  copied 
gratis,  at  all  seasonable  times,  by  the  trustees,  or  by  any  creditor 
of  the  tolls;  ^  while,  by  the  Act  relating  to  Turnpike-trusts  in  South 
Wales,  similar  books,  kept  by  the  County  Roads'  Board,  may  be 
inspected  and  copied  without  fee  by  all  members  of  such  board,  and 
of  all  district  boards  within  the  county,  and  by  every  person  paying 
any  rate  by  that  Act  authorised  to  be  made.° 

§  1520.   The  annual  accounts  of  the  Trustees  of  Charities,  which    §  1365 
are  now,   by  virtue  of   the  Charitable   Trusts  Acts  of    1853    and 

M  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76,  §  18.     See  10  &  11  V.,  c.  109,  ??  10,  29 ;  34  &  35  V., 
c.  70. 

^  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,   ?  33.     See,  also,  17  G.  2,  c.  3,  §  3  ;  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  96, 
?  5 ;  Tennant  v.  Creston,  2  Sess.  Cas.  425  ;  and  Tennant  v.  Bell,  9  Q.  B.  684. 

»  32  &  33  v.,  c.  67,  ??  67—69.  *  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  50,  ^  40. 

5  3  G.  4,  c.  126,  §§  72,  73  ;  9  G.  4,  c.  77,  ?  2. 

«  7  &  8  v.,  c.  91,  ?  71. 
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1855,  either  deposited  at  the  office  of  the  Charity  Commissioners, 
or  inserted  in  the  books  of  the  local  vestries,  are  open  to  the 
inspection  of  all  persons  at  all  seasonable  hours,  subject  to  the 
regulations  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners;  and,  moreover,  any 
person  may,  on  payment  of  a  trifling  sum,  require  a  copy  of  any 
such  account,  or  of  any  part  thereof.'  So,  the  books  of  accounts, 
which  the  commissioners  of  public  baths  are  directed  to  keep,  may 
be  examined  and  copied  gratis  by  any  commissioner,  churchwarden, 
overseer,  or  rate-payer,  of  the  parish  in  which  the  baths  are 
established.^  Similar  clauses  are  inserted  in  the  Act  which  now 
regulates  the  operations  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.^ 

§  1522.  Under  the  Newspaper  Libel  and  Registration  Act,  1881,  J  1367 
all  persons  are  at  liberty  to  search  and  inspect  the  book  called 
"  The  Register  of  Newspaper  Proprietors,"  which  is  kept  by  the 
Registrar  of  Joint-stock  Companies,  and  to  demand  certified  copies 
of  any  such  entry.*  Again,  every  person  may,  upon  payment  of  a 
reasonable  fee,  inspect  the  register  book  kept  by  any  registrar  of 
British  ships  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,*  as  also 
any  of  the  documents  recorded  by  the  registrar-general  of  Shipping 
and  Seamen.^  In  addition  to  this  long  and  repulsive  string  of 
statutes,  many  other  public  Acts,  and  a  vast  number  of  local  and 
personal  Acts,  contain  provisions  enabling  interested  persons  to 
inspect  and  obtain  copies  of  particular  documents.' 

§  1523.  The  mode  of  pbovino  pdblic  documents  must  ■  now  ?  1368 
in  the  second  place,  be  considered.  And,  first,  as  to  the  legislative 
Acts.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  public  statutes  need  no  proof, 
being  supposed  to'exist  in  the  memories  of  all.'  Still,  for  certainty 
of  recollection,  reference  is  had  to  a  printed  copy,  and  if  the 
accuracy  of  such  copy  be  questionable,  the  court  will  consult  the 

'  18  &  19  v.,  c.  124,  ?  44,  amending  §  61  of  16  &  17  V.,  c.  137. 

'  9  &  10  v.,  c.  74,  I  14  ;  id.  c.  87,  §  5,  Ir. 

M8  &  19  v.,  c.  120,  U  61,  198,  199. 

•  44  &  45  v.,  c.  60,  §13. 

»  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  §  92  ;  35  &  36  v.,  c.  73,  ?  4. 

8  17&18  v.,  c.  104,  §  277  ;  35  &  36  V.,  c.  73,  §  4. 

'  See,  as  to  Banker's  books,  42  V.,  c.  11,  §  7,  cited  post,  §  1608A. 

"Ante,  §5. 
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Parliament  roll.'  In  most  of  the  local  and  personal  Acts  it  was 
customary,  prior  to  the  year  1851,  to  insert  a  clause,  declaring 
that  the  Act  should  be  deemed  public,  and  should  be  judicially 
noticed:  and  the  effect  of  this  clause  was  to  dispense  with  the 
necessity,  not  only  of  pleading  the  Act  specially,  but  of  producing 
an  examined  copy,  or  a  copy  printed  by  the  printer  for  the  Crown.^ 
Since  the  commencement  of  the  year  1851  this  clause,  however, 
has  been  omitted,  the  Legislature  having  enacted  that  every  Act 
made  after  that  date  shall  be  deemed  a  public  Act,  and  be 
judicially  noticed  as  such,  unless  the  contrary  be  expressly 
declared.'  The  simplest  mode  of  proving  those  few  Acts,  whether 
they  be  local  and  personal,  or  merely  private,  which,  being  passed 
before  the  year  1851,  contain  no  clause  declaring  them  to  be 
public,  or  which  being  passed  since  that  date,  contain  an  express 
clause,  declaring  them  not  to  be  public,  is  by  producing  a  copy, 
which,  if  it  purports  to  be  printed  by  the  Queen's  printer,  or  under 
the  superintendence  or  authority  of  Her  Majesty's  Stationery 
Office,*  need  not  be  proved  to  be  so;  *  or  the  Act  may  be  proved  by 
means  of  an  examined  copy,  shown  on  oath  to  have  been  compared 
with  the  Parliament  roll.^  Where  the  Acts  have  not  been  printed 
by  any  such  authorised  printer,  as  is  sometimes  the  case  with 
respect  to  Acts  for  naturalising  aliens,  for  dissolving  marriages,  for 
inclosing  lands,  and  for  other  purposes  of  a  strictly  personal 
character,  an  examined  copy,  or  a  certified  transcript  into  Chancery, 
if  there  be  one,'  furnishes  the  regular  proof. 


§  1524.  Before  leaving  the  subject  of  legislative  acts,  it  may  be  |  1369 
observed  that  the  statutes  passed  in  Ireland  prior  to  the  Union  are 
conclusively  proved  in  any  court  of  Great,  Britain  by  producing  a 
copy  of  them  printed  and  published  by  the  printer  for  the  Crown ; 
and,  in  like  manner,  the  copies  of  the  statutes  of  England  and  of 
Great   Britain,   which  have  been   printed    and    published    by  the 

'  R.  V.  Jeffries,  1  Str.  446. 

'  Woodward  v.  Cotton,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  44,  47;  Beaumont  v.  Mountain,  10 
Bing.  404.  These  cases  explain,  and  partially  overrule,  Brett  v.  Beales,  M.  & 
M.  421.  "'*  13&14V.,  c.  21,  §7. 

*  45  v.,  c.  9,  ?  2.  *  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  §  3,  cited  ante,  §  7. 

«  B.  N.  P.  225. 

'  Eoos  Barony,  Min.  Ev.  145  cited  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  613. 
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government  printer,  are  receivable  as  conclusive  evidence  in  any 
court  in  Ireland.' 

§  1525.  It  has  been  already  remarked,  that  the  statute  or  written  I  1370 
law  of  any  foreign  nation  cannot  be  proved  in  English  courts  of 
justice  by  the  production  of  a  copy  of  the  law,  however  well  authen- 
ticated; but  that,  in  all  cases,  it  is  necessary  to  call  some  person, 
skilled  in  the  foreign  law,  to  prove  the  existence  and  meaning  of 
the  statute  or  code  on  which  reliance  is  placed." 

§  1526.  Acts  of  state  may  be  proved  in  various  ways,  accorcjing  §  1371 
to  the  nature  of  the  document.  British  treaties  may  be'  proved,  by 
producing  either  the  originals,  or  copies  exemplified  under  the 
Great  Seal,  or  examined  copies,  or  copies  coming  from  the 
goverment  press ;  but,  in  this  last  case,  it  may  be  doubtful 
whether  the  courts  would  be  satisfied,  without  proof  that  the 
copy  was  actually  printed  by  the  printer  for  the  Crown.  Charters, 
letters-patent,^  letters  close,  grants  from  the  Crown,  pardons,  and 
commissions,  will  be  most  conveniently  proved  by  the  production  of 
the  originals  under  the  Great  Seal,*  the  Privy  Seal,*  or  the  Koyal 
Sign-manual ;  but  as  these  are  matters  of  public  record,*  they  might 
also,  as  it  seems,  be  proved  by  exemplifications  under  the  Great 
Seal,  or  by  examined  copies.  It  may  be  further  stated  with  respect 
to  Letters  Patent  under  the  Great  Seal,  that  these,  being  records,  ■: 

are  valid  before  enrolment,  and  that,  whether  tendered  in  evidence 
in  England  or  in  Ireland,  they  are  admissible  without  any  proof  of 
an  inquisition,  or  a  warrant  or  letter  from  the  Crown  directing 
the  grant.' 

'  41  G.  3,  c.  90,  ?  9.  It  is  presumed  that  this  section  would  be  satisfied  by 
producing  a  copy  which  purported  to  be  printed  by  the  government  printer, 
without  proof  that  it  was  actually  so  printed.  The  words,  however,  in  their 
strict  sense,  do  not  admit  of  this  construction,  and  the  evil  is  not  remedied 
by  the  Docum.  Evid.  Act,  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  cited  ante,  §.  7.  See  Woodward 
V.  Cotton,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  48.  See  also  45  V.,  c.  9,  and  qu.  as  to  the  effect,  if 
any,  produced  by  that  Act.  ^  Ante,  U  1423—1425. 

'  As  to  proof  of  patents  for  inventions,  see  post,  §  1603. 

'  See  "  The  Great  Seal  Act,  1884,"  47  &  48  V.,  c.  30;  also,  40  &  41  V.,  c.  41. 

'  Since  28th  July,  1884,  no  instrument  is  required  to  be  passed  under  the 
Privy  Seal;  47  &  48  V.,  c.  30,  §  3. 

«  Bl.  Com.  346. 

'  D.  of  Devonshire  v.  Neill,  2  L.  R.  Ir.,  Ex.  132. 

(4176) 


CHAP.  IV.]     PROCLAMATIONS OTHER  ACTS  OF  STATE.         1305 

§  1527.  Royal  Proclamations,  and  Orders  and  Regulations  issued  j  1371a 
under  the  authority  of  Government,  may  be  proved,  like  other  public 
documents,  by  producing  either  the  originals,  or  examined  copies; 
and  in  addition  to  these  obvious  modes  of  proof,  others  have  been 
afforded  and  defined  by  "  The  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1868," ' 
as  amended  by  "  The  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1882."^  §  2  of 
the  first-named  statute,  when  read  in  connexion  with  §  4  of  the 
last-named,  enacts,  that  "Prima  facie  evidence  of  any  proclama- 
tion, order,  or  regulation^  issued  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act  by  her  Majesty,  or  by  the  Privy  Council,  or  by  the  Lord 
Lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  or  governors  of  Ireland,  either 
alone  or  acting  with  the  advice  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Ireland,  also 
of  any  proclamation,  order  *  or  regulation,  issued  before  or  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act  by  or  under  the  authority  of  any  such  depart- 
ment of  the  government  or  officer  as  is  mentioned  in  the  first 
column  of  the  schedule  hereto,  may  be  given  in  all  courts  of  justice, 
and  in  all  legal  proceedings  whatsoever,  in  all  or  any  of  the  modes 
hereinafter  mentioned;  that  is  to  say: — 

"  (1.)  By  the  production  of  a  copy  of  the  Gazette*  purporting  ta 

contain  such  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation:' 
"  (2.)  By  the  production  of  a  copy  of  such  proclamation,  order, 

or  regulation  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  government 
'    printer,'  or  by  any  printer  to  her  Majesty  in  Ireland,  or 

by  any  printer  printing   either  in   England   or  Ireland 

under  the  superintendence  or  authority  of  Her  Majesty's 


'  31  &  32  v.,  c.  37.  '  45  V.,  c.  9. 

'  This  Act  is  made  specially  applicable  to  "any  regulation  made  hy  a  Secre- 
tary of  State  in  pursuance  of"  the  Naturalisation  Act,  1870,  33  &  34  V.,  c.  14, 
§  12,  subs.  5,  and  to  "  any  rule  made  by  a  Secretary  of  State  "  in  pursuance  of 
the  Prison  Act,  1877,  40  &  41  V.,  c.  21,  ?  51.  As  to  the  proof  of  the  Irish 
prison  rules,  see  post,  ?  1663. 

*  "Any  approval  of  the  Treasury"  under  the  Post-office  Act,  1870,  and 
"any  warrant  of  the  Treasury"  under  the  Post-office  Act,  1875,  shall  be 
deemed  an  "order"  within  this  Act;  33  &  34  V.,  c.  79,  §  21;  38  &  39  V.,  c. 
22,  i  9. 

*  See,  also,  40  &  41  V.,  c.  41,  §  3,  subs.  3.  The  entire  Gazette  must  be  pro- 
duced: a  cutting  from  it  will  not  suffice;  E.  v.  Lowe,  15  Cox,  286;  52  L.  J.,  M. 
C.  122,  S.  C. 

"  See,  also,  the  "Ckjntagious  Diseases,  Animals,  Act,  1878,"  41  &  42  V.,  c. 

74,  i  58. 
'  Huggins  V.  Ward,  8  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  521. 
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Stationery  Office,' — or,  -where  the  question  arises  in  a 
court  in  any  British  colony  or  possession,  of  a  copy 
purporting  to  be  printed  under  the  authority  of  the 
legislature  of  such  British  colony  or  possession: 
"  (3.)  By  the  production,  in  the  case  of  any  proclamation,  order, 
or  regulation  issued  by  her  Majesty,  or  by  the  Privy 
Council  in  England,  or  by  the  Lord  Lieutenant  or  his 
Privy  Council  in  Ireland,^  of  a  copy  or  extract  purport- 
ing to  be  certified  to  be  true  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Privy 
Council,  or  by  any  one  of  the  Lords  or  others  of  the 
Privy  Council,  and,  in  the  case  of  any  proclamation, 
order,  or  regulation  issued  by  or  under  the  authority  of 
any  of  the  said  departments  or  officers,  by  the  production 
of  a  copy  or  extract  purporting  to  be  certified  to  be  true 
by  the  person  or  persons  specified  in  the  second  column 
of  the  said  schedule  in  connexion  vyith  such  department 
or  officer. 
"  Any  copy  or  extract  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  may  be  in 

print  or  in  writing,  or  partly  in  print  and  partly  in  writing. 

"  No  proof  shall  be  required  of  the  handwriting  or  official  position 

of  any  person  certifying,  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  to  the  truth  of 

any  copy  of  or  extract  from  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation." 
§§3  and  4, — relating  as  they  do  to  matters  of  minor  importance, — 

will  be  found  in  the  note  below.'     §  5  enacts,  that  "  the  following 


1  45  v.,  c.  9,  U  2,  4.  2  45  V.,  c.  9,  §  4. 

'  feect.  3  enacts,  that,  "subject  to  any  law  that  may  be  from  time  to  time 
made  by  the  Legislature  of  any  British  colony  or  possession,  this  Act  shall  be 
in  force  in  every  such  colony  and  possession." 

Sect.  4  enacts,  that  "if  any  person  commits  any  of  the  offences  following, 
that  is  to  say, 

(1.)  Prints  any  copy  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation,  which  falsely 
purports  to  have  been  printed  by  the  government  printer,  or  to  be 
printed  under  the  authority  of  the  Legislature  of  any  British  colony  or 
possession,  or  tenders  in  evidence  any  copy  of  any  proclamation,  order, 
or  regulation,  which  falsely  purports  to  have  been  printed  as  aforesaid, 
knowing  that  the  same  was  not  so  printed ;  or, 
(2.)  Forges,  or  tenders  in  evidence,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  forged, 
any  certificate  by  this  Act  authorized  to  be  annexed  to  a  copy  of  or  ex- 
tract from  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation ; 
he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  on  conviction  be  liable  to  be  sentenced 
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words  shall  iu  this  Act  have  the  meaning  hereinafter  assigned  to 
them,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  context  repugnant  to  such 
constructions;  (that  is  to  say,) 

"  '  British  colony  and  possession  '  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  include  the  Channel  Islands,  the  Isle  of  Man,  and 
such  territories  as  may  for  the  time  being  be  vested  in  her 
Majesty,  by  virtue  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  govern- 
ment of  India  and  all  other  her  Majesty's  dominions: 

"  '  Legislature '  shall  signify  any  authority,  other  than  the  Im- 
perial Parliament  or  her  Majesty  in  Council,  competent  to 
make  laws  for  any  colony  or  possession: 

"  '  Privy  Council '  shall  include  her  Majesty  in  Council,  and  the 
Lords  and  others  of  her  Majesty's  Privy  Council,  or  any  of 
them,  and  any  committee  of  the  Privy  Council  that  is  not 
specially  named  in  the  schedule  hereto:  also  the  Privy 
Council  in  Ireland  or  any  committee  thereof.' 

"  *  Government  printer  '  shall  mean  and  include  the  printer  to 
her  Majesty,  whether  in  England  or  Ireland,  and  any  printer 
printing  either  in  England  or  Ireland  under  the  superin- 
tendence or  authority  of  Her  Majesty's  stationary  Office,'' 
and  any  printer  purporting  to  be  the  printer  authorised  to 
print  the  statutes,  ordinances,  acts  of  state,  or  other  public 
acts  of  the  Legislature  of  any  British  colony  or  possession, 
or  otherwise  to  be  the  government  printer  of  such  colony  or 
possession : 

"'Gazette*  shall  include  'The  London  Gazette^'  'The  Edin- 
burgh Gazette,'  and  '  The  Dublin  Gazette,'  or  any  of  such 
gazettes." 

§  6  enacts,  that  "  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  derogation  of,  any  powers  of  proving 
documents  given  by  any  existing  statute  or  existing  at  common  law." 


to  penal  servitude  for  such  term  as  prescribed  by  the  Penal  Servitude  Act, 
1864,  as  the  least  term  to  -which  an  ofifender  can  be  sentenced  to  penal  servi- 
tude "  (that  is,  '  five  years,'  see  27  &  28  V.,  c.  47  ?  2),  "  or  to  be  imprisoned 
for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  -without  hard  labour." 

1  45  v.,  c.  9,  ?  4. 

'  45  v.,  c.  9,  S?  2  &  4. 
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SCHEDULE   AS    AMENDED  BY  SUBSEQUENT  LEGISLATION. 


Column  I. 

COLUMN  II. 

Name  of  Department  or  Officer. 

Names  of  Certifying  Officers. 

The  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury. 

Any    Commissioner,  Secretary,  or  As- 

sistant Secrerary  of  the  Treasury. 

The  Commissioners  for  executing  the 

Any  of  the  Commissioners  for  execut- 

Office of  Lord  High  Admiral. 

ing  the  Office  of  Lord  High  Admiral, 

or  either  of  the   Secretaries    to   the 

, 

said  Commissioners. 

Secretaries  of  State. 

Any  Secretary   or    Under-Secretary   of 

State. 

Committee    of   Privy   Council    for 

Any    Member    of  the    Committee    of 

Trade. 

Privy    Council    for    Trade,    or  any 

Secretary  or  Assistant  Secretary  of 

the  said  Committee. 

The  late  Poor-law  Board.' 

Any   Commissioner    of    the    Poor-law 

Board,  or  any  Secretary  or  Assistant 

Secretary  of  the  said  Board. 

The  Local  Government  Board.' 

Any  Member  of  the  Local  Government 

Board,  or  any  Secretary  or  Assistant 

Secretary  of  that  Board. 

The  Education  Department.' 

Any     Member      of     the      Education 

Department,     or    any    Secretary  or 

Assistant  Secretary  of  that   Depart- 

ment.      * 

The  Postmaster-General.* 

Any   Secretary  or  Assistant   Secretary 

of  the  Post-office. 

§  1528.  All  proclamations,  treaties,  and  other  acts  of  state,  of  any  s  ^372 
Foreign  State  or  of  any  British  Colony,  may  be  proved  either  by 
examined  copies,  or  by  copies  purporting  to  bear  the  seal  of  the 
state  or  colony  to  which  they  respectively  belong.  °  In  one  case, 
where  a  book  was  tendered  in  evidence  which  purported  to  be  a 
collection  of  treaties  concluded  by  America,  and  was  declared  to 
have  been  published  by  authority  there,  as  a  regular  copy  of  the 
archives  in  Washington;  and  it  was  further  proposed  to  prove,  by 
the  American  minister  resident  at  this  court,  that  the  book  was 

'  Abolished  by  34  &  35  V.,  c.  70,  §  2. 

'  34  &  35  v.,  c.  70,  ?  5.     See,  also,  38  &  39  V.,  c.  55,  ?§  130,  135,  297, 
subs.  7  ;  and  41  &  42  V.,  c.  52,  §  265,  Ir. 

'  33  &  34  v.,  c.  75,  ?  83. 

•  33  &  34  v.,  c.  79,  §  21.     See,  also,  44  &  45  V.,  c.  20,   §§  6  &  7  ;  and  47 
&  48  v.,  c.  76,  §  15.  '  14  &  15  v.,  c.  99,  ?  7,  cited  ante,  J  10. 
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the  rule  of  his  conduct;  Lord  Ellenborough  rejected  the  evidence, 
observing  that  he  would  not  have  admitted  a  book  of  Spanish 
treaties,  though  proved  to  have  been  printed  by  the  King's  printer 
in  that  country.' 

§  1529.  The  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  of  1845, — as  already    j  1373 
observed, ^renders  copies  of    the    Journals  of    either    House  of 
Parliament  admissible  in  evidence,  provided  that  they  purport  to  be 
printed  by  the  printers  of  either  House ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  copies  were  in  fact  so  printed.^ 

§  1530.  The  Articles  of  War  for  the  government  of  the  navy,  3  ^^^^ 
the  army,  and  the  marines,  are  respectively  embodied  or  authorised 
in  public  statutes,'  and,  consequently,  require  no  proof.*  More- 
over, the  Army  Act,  1881,  contains  what  some  lawyers  may  per- 
haps regard  as  a  needless  enactment,  providing,  that  all  "  copies 
purporting  to  be  printed  by  a  government  printer,"  whether  of 
Queen's  regulations,  including  Admiralty  regulations  so  far  as 
concerns  the  Eoyal  Marines,  or  of  royal  warrants,  or  of  army  cir- 
culars, or  of  rules  made  by  Her  Majesty,  or  a  Secretary  of  State, 
in  pursuance  of  that  Act,  shall  be  evidence  of  such  regulations, 
royal  warrants,  army  circulars  and  rules.^  The  Military  Manoeuvres 
Act,  1882,  contains  also  some  special  provisions  for  facilitating  the 
proof  of  certain  orders,  regulations,  and  rules,  which  the  consul- 
tative Commission  appointed  by  that  statute  are  authorized  to 
make.^ 

§  1531.  The  reports  made  by  the  Commissioners  or  the  Sur- 
veyor General  of  the  Woods  and  Forests,  either  to  the  Queen  or  to 
Parliament,  may,  by  virtue  of  "  The  Crown  Lands  Act,  1873," 
be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  have  been  printed  by  the  order 
of   either  House.'     This  enactment,  though  salutary  so  far  as  it 


'  Richardson  v.  Anderson,  1  Camp.  65,  n.  a. 

«  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  ?  3,  cited  ante,  R  7,  8. 

»  29  &  30  v.,  c;  109;  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58,  ?§  69,  179.  *  Ante,  ?  5. 

'i  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  §  163,  subs,  (e),  and  ?  179,  subs.  11, 

8  45  v.,  c.  10,  J§  5,  10. 

'  36  &  37  v.,  c.  36,  ?  6. 
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extends,  would  be  much  more  beneficial,  were  it  rendered  applicable 
to  all  reports  which  have  been  presented  dither  to  the  Crown  or  to 
Parliament. 

§  1532.  The  judges  have  promulgated  a  rule,  which  must  not 
be  lost  sight  of  in  any  case  where  an  original  record  of  the  High 
Court  is  required  to  be  produced  at  the  trial.  The  rule  is  in  these 
words  : — "No  affidavit  or  record  of  the  court  shall  be  taken  out  of 
the  Central  Office  without  the  order  of  a  judge  or  master,  and 
no  subpoena  for  the  production  of  any  such  document  shall  be 
issued.'" 

§  1533.  The  greneraZ  records  o/ </ie  reate,  which  are  placed  under  2  1377 
the  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  may  be  proved  by  copies 
purporting  to  be  certified  by  the  deputy-keeper  of  the  records,  or 
one  of  the  assistant  record-keepers,  and  to  be  sealed  or  stamped 
with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office;^  and  in  cases  of  importance 
before  the  House  of  Lords  or  elsewhere,  permission  will  be  given  to 
one  of  the  assistant-keepers  to  produce  the  original  record.' 

§  1534.  The  next  class  of  public  documents  to  be  considered   ^  ^^^ 
consists  of   the   records   of  courts  of  justice,  and    other  judicial 

'  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  R.  28.  A  somewhat  similar  rule  pre- 
vails on  the  Revenue  side  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division;  see  Reg.  Gen.,  24 
v.,  1.  77,  6  H.  &  N.  xiii. 

M  &  2  v.,  c.  94,  I  12,  enacts,  that  "  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  or  deputy- 
keeper  of  the  records  may  allow  copies  to  be  made  of  any  records  in  the 
custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  the  request  and  costs  of  any  person 
desirous  of  procuring  the  same;  and  any  copy  so  made  shall  be  examined  and 
certified  as  a  true  and  authentic  copy  by  the  deputy-keeper  of  the  records, 
or  one  of  the  assistant  record-keepers  aforesaid,  and  shall  be  sealed  or  stamped 
with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office,  and  delivered  to  the  party  for  whose  use  it 
was  made."  §  13  enacts,  that  "  every  copy  of  a  record  in  the  custody  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  certified  as  aforesaid,  and  purporting  to  be  sealed  or 
stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office,  shall  be  received  as  evidence 
in  all  courts  of  justice,  and  before  all  legal  tribunals,  and  before  either 
House  of  Parliament,  or  any  committee  of  either  House,  without  any  further 
or  other  proof  thereof,  in  every  case  in  which  the  original  record  could  have 
been  received  there  as  evidence."  For  the  corresponding  enactments  in  the 
Public  Records,  Ireland,  Acts,  1867  and  1875,  see  30  &  31  V.,  c.  70,  U  19,  20, 
Ir.;  38  &  39  V.,  c.  59,  ?§  9,  10,  Ir. 

*  See  ante,  J  1532. 
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writings.  And,  first,  as  to  the  records  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
of  the  old  superior  courts  of  law  and  equity,  and  the  guasi  records 
of  those  courts.  The  expression  "  quasi  records "  will  embrace 
depositions,  affidavits,  bills,  answers,  orders,  and  decrees,  filed  in 
the  old  Court  of  Chancery,  rules  of  court,  and  certain  other  docu- 
ments, which;  although  not  strictly  records,"  partake  so  much  of 
their  nature,  that  they  can  be  proved  by  means  of  copies  ^  to  the 
same  extent  as  records,  and  are  subject  generally  to  the  same  rules 
of  evidence.  Indeed,  henceforth,  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  the 
general  term  "  records  "  will  alone  be  used,  and  will  include  all  the 
documents  just  mentioned.  Now,  the  records  of  the  superior 
courts  may  either  be  proved  by  the  mere  production  of  the 
originals,  or, — as  this  course  would  be  highly  inconvenient  to  the 
public  if  generally  adopted,  since  it  might  lead  to  the  mutilation  or 
loss  of  valuable  documents, — they  may  also  be  proved  by  means  of 
copies.^  Of  these,  there  are  four  kinds;  viz.,  exemplifications  under 
the  Great  Seal;  exemplifications  under  the  seal,  of  the  particular 
court  where  the  record  remains;  office  copies;  and  examined 
copies.* 


§  1535.  One  or  other  of  these  copies  will  always  be  admissible  §  1379 
in  lieu  of  the  original  record,  excepting  in  two  esses  :  °  first,  if  issue 
has  been  joined  on  a  statement  of  defence  or  a  reply  of  nul  tiel 
record,  in  some  cause  in  a  court  to  which  the  disputed  record 
belongs;*  and  secondly,  if  a  person  is  indicted  for  perjury  in  any 
affidavit,  or  deposition,  or  for  forgery  with  respefct  to  any  record.' 

'  B.  N.  P.  235.  The  reason  given  by  Buller,  J.,  in  this  passage,  why  the 
proceedings  in  Chancery  are  not  records,  is  sufficiently  amusing.  After  stating 
that  a  record  is  "  a  memorial  of  what  is  the  law  of  the  nation,"  he  adds,  "  now 
Chancery  proceedings  are  no  memorials  of-  the  laws  of  England,  because  the 
Chancellor  is  not  bound  to  proceed  according  to  the  law.  As  to  rules  of  court 
not  being  records,  see  R.  v.  Bingham,  3  Y.  &  J.  109,  112,  114. 

^  See,  as  to  decrees,  B  N.  P.  234,  235;  as  to  bills  and  answers,  Ewer  v. 
Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  25;  as  to  depositions  in  Chancery,  Highfield  v.  Peake, 
M.  &  M.  109;  as  to  affidavits,  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  C.  &  P.  252;  Garvin  v. 
Carroll,  10  Ir.  Law  R.  323;  as  to  rules  of  court,  Selby  v.  Harris,  1  Ld.  Ray. 
745;  Duncan  v.  Scott,  1  Camp.  102. 

^  Ante,  I  439.     Post,  §  1598.  '^ 

*  B.  N.  P.  226—228. 

'  As  to  a  possible  third  case,  see  ante,  §  1 448.  '  2  Ph.  Ev.  129. 

'  B.  N.  P.  239:  R.  v.  Morris,  2  Burr.  1189;  E.  v.  Benson,  2  Camp.  508; 
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In  either  of  these  cases,  the  original  document, — unless  it  be  shown 
that  the  prisoner  has  got  possession  of  it,  or  that  it  has  been  lost  or 
destroyed,^  —  must  be  actually  produced.  On  a  trial,  too,  for 
perjury,  the  signatures  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  person  whose 
name  is  attached  to  the  jurat,  must  be  proved;^  after  which  the 
court  will  presume  that  the  oath  was  duly  administered.^  For  the 
purpose  of  insuring  the  production  of  the  original  record,application 
should  be  made  to  the  court  to  which  it  belongs,  or  to  a  judge  or 
master,  who  will  make  the  necessary  order.* 


§  1536.  When  an  issue  was  raised  as  to  the  existence  of  a  record  I  1380 
which  did  not  belong  to  the  same  court,  the  proof  used  to  be  by  an 
exemplification  under  the  Great  Seal ,  in  order  to  obtain  which,  if 
the  record  did  not  belong  to  the  old  Court  of  Chancery,  a  literal 
transcript  of  it  was  removed  thither  by  certiorari;  for  that  was  re- 
garded as  the  centre  of  all  the  courts,  and  there  the  Great  Seal  was 
kept.  An  exemplification  was  then  transmitted  by  mittimus  out  of 
Chancery,  to  the  court  in  which  the  cause  was  pending;  *  and  this 
seemed  to  be  the  proper  mode  of  proof,  where  the  existence  of 
a  judgment  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  was  put  in  issue  in  any 
County  Court.^  As  to  what  would  be  the  proper  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding now,  "  hurly-burly  innovation "  has  made  it  difficult  to 
determine. 


R.  V.  Spencer,  Ey.  &  M.  97;  Crook  v.  Bowling,  3  Doug.  77;  Stratford  v. 
Greene,  2  Ball  &  B.  296;  Garvin  v.  Carroll,  10  Ir.  Law  R.  .330,  per  Crampton, 
J.;  Lady  Dartmonth  «.  Roberts,  16  East,  340,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough  and  Le 
Blanc,  J.  In  this  last  case  the  judges  intimated  an  opinion,  that  the  same 
strictness  was  necessary  in  actions  for  malicious  prosecution ;  but  this  would 
seem  to  be  a  mistake.    See  B.  N.  P.^13;  Purcell  v.  M'Namara,  1  Camp.  200. 

'  E.  V.  Milnes,  2  Post.  &  Fin.  10,  per  Hill,  J. 

''  See  cases  cited  in  last  note  but  one. 

'  R.  V.  Spencer,  1  C.  &  P.  260,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.;  R.  v.  Turner,  2  C.  &  Kir. 
732,  per  Erie,  J. 

*  See  ante,  §  1532;  Crook  v.  Cowling,  3  Doug.  77,  per  Ld.  Mansfield, 
Ba.stard  v.  Smith,  10  A.  &  E.  214;  Bentall  v.  Sidney,  id.  164.  The  applica- 
tion to  the  court  for  leave  to  take  an  afSdavit  off  the  file,  in  order  to  prose- 
cute the  defendant  for  perjury,  will  be  granted  as  a  matter  of  right.  Stratford 
V.  Green,  2  Ball  &  B.  294;  Keinan  v.  Boylan,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  232. 

*  B.  N.  P.  226  b. ;  Hewson  v.  Brown,  2  Burr.  1034. 
'  Winsor  v.  Dumford,  12  Q.  B.  603. 
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§  1537.  When  the  existence  or  contents  of  the  record  are  not  ^  1331 
directly,  in  issue  it  may  be  always  proved  by  the  second  kind  of  ex- 
emplification, though  practically  recourse  is  seldom  had  to  this 
medium  of  proof,  where  the  record  belongs  to  any  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  Both  species  of  exemplifications  are  proved  by  mere 
production,  as  the  judges  are  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
seals  attached  to  them; '  and  they  are  deemed  of  higher  credit  than 
examined  copies,  being  presumed  to  have  undergone  a  more  critical 
examination.^  Indeed,  an  exemplification  under  the  Great  Seal  is 
itself  considered  a  record  of  the  highest  validity.^ 


§  1538.  An  office  copy  of  a  record,— by  which  is  meant  a  copy  J  1382 
authenticated  by  a  person  intrusted  with  the  power  of  furnishing 
copies, — is  admitted  in  evidence  upon  the  credit  of  the  officer  with- 
out proof  that  it  has  been  actually  examined,  and  it  has  ever  been 
regarded,  even  at  common  law,  as  equivalent  to  the  record  itself, 
when  it  was  tendered  as  evidence  in  the  samccourt,  and  in  the  same 
cause.*  It  has  now,  however,  acquired  a  far  wider  admissibility  by 
virtue  of  the  Kules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  for  Ord.  XXXVII., 
K.  4,  provides,  that  "  office  copies  of  all  writs,  records,  pleadings, 
and  documents  filed  in  the  High  Court  shall  be  admissible  in 
evidence  in  all  causes  and  matters,  and  between  all  persons  or 
parties,  to  the  same  extent  as  the  original  would  be  admissible." 
With  respect  to  affidavits,  the  Kules  further  provide,  that  office 
copies  of  them,  duly  authenticated  with  the  seal  of  the  office,  may, 
in  all  cases,  be  used,  provided  the  originals  have  been  duly  filed,^ 
but  the  originals  may,  in  some  cases,  be  used  before  filing,^  and 
an  office  copy  of  an  affidavit  of  discovery  of  documents  is  not 
required.' 


'  Ante,  ?  6. 

'  B.  N.  P.  226  b,  228.  '  Id. 

*  Den  V.  Fulford,  2  Burr.  1179,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Jack  0.  Kiernan,  2  .Jebb 
&  Sy.  231,  237,  238,  per  Bushe,  C.  J.;  Barron  v.  Daniel,  Crawf.  &  D.,  Abr.  C. 
283,  per  Doherty,  C.  J. 

*  Ord.  XXXVIII.,  R.  15. 

«  Id.,  and  Ord.  LXV.,  E.  27,  subs.  53. 
'  Ord.  LXV.,  E.  27,  subs.  54. 
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§  1539.  "Under  Order  LXI.,  the  Central  Office  of  the  Supreme 
Court  is  now  divided,  as  has  already  beeti  stated,'  into  ten  depart 
ments,  which  are  respectively  named: — 1.  Writ,  appearance  and 
judgment.  2.  Summons  and  Order.  3.  Filing  and  Record. 
4.  Taxing.  5.  Enrolment.  6.  Judgments  and  Married  Women's 
acknowledgments.  7.  Bills  of  Sale.  8.  Queen's  Remembrancer. 
9.  Crown  Office.  10.  Associates.^  Each  of  these  departments 
has  an  official  seal,'  and  in  all  of  them  a  vast  number  of  docu- 
ments are  filed,  enrolled,  or  otherwise  deposited.  Rule  7  of  the 
Order  then  provides,  that,  "All  copies,  certificates,  and  other 
documents,  appearing  to  be  sealed  with  a  seal  of  the  Central  Office, 
shall  be  presumed  to  be  office  copies  or  certificates  or  other  docu- 
ments issued  from  the  Central  Office,  and,  if  duly  stamped,  may  be 
received  in  evidence,  and  no  signature  or  other  formality,  except 
the  sealing  with  a  seal  of  the  Central  Office,  shall  be  required 
for  the  authentication  of  any  such  copy,  certificate,  or  other 
document." 

§  1540.  Independent  of  this  general  provision,  office  copies  of 
some  of  the  records  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  of  the  Central  Office 
are  by  statute  rendered  admissible  in  evidence  in  all  courts.  For 
example,  the  certificates  of  acknowledgments  of  deeds  by  married 
women,  which  are  filed  in  No.  6  Department  of  the  Central  Office, 
may,  by  virtue  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1882,*  be  proved  by  office 
copies.  So,  when  a  search  has  been  made,  under  the  same  Act,  in 
the  Central  Office  for  entries  of  judgments,  deeds,  matters  or 
documents,  the  proper  officer  must  tile  a  certificate  setting  forth 
the  result  of  the  search;  and  every  such  certificate  may  be  proved 
by  an  office  copy,  and  shall,  in  favour  of  a  purchaser,  furnish  con- 
clusive evidence  "  according  to  the  tenour  thereof,"  whether  affir- 
mative or  negative.^  So,  the  orders  and  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  from  the  decisions  of  revising  barristers  may  be  proved  by 
copies,  though  such  copies  are  not  strictly  "  office  copies,"  as  they 
bear  no  official  seal,  but  must  purport  to  be  signed  by  a  master  of 


»  Ante,  ?  1491a,  ii.  5.  ^^  E.  1.  '  R.  6. 

*  45  &  46  v.,  c.  39,  i  7,  subs.  7  &  8.     See,  also,  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  92,  ?  79,  Ir. 

^  Id.,  ?  2. 
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the  court.'  Again,  any  person  may,  under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act, 
1878,  and  on  paying  the  proper  fees,  have  an  office  copy  or  extract 
of  any  bill  of  sale  registered  in  the  Central  Office,^  and  of  the 
affidavit  of  execution  filed  threrewith,  or  of  any  copy  thereof  with 
its  accompanying  affidavit,  or  of  any  registered  affidavit  of  renewal; 
and  any  such  copy  shall,  in  all  courts  and  before  all  persons,  "  be 
admitted  as  prima  facie  evidence  thereof,  and  of  the  fact  and  date 
of  registration  as  shown  thereon."  ^ 

§  1541.  The  Act  of  12  &  13  V.,  c.  109,  has  facilitated  the  proof  ?  1385 
of  all  records  and  documents  belonging  to  the  old  common  law  side 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  filed  or  deposited  in  the  Petty  Bag 
Office,  by  making  office  copies  of  them  admissible  in  evidence; 
and  after  enacting,  in  §  11,  that  'the  Chancery  Common- law  Seal 
shall  be  judicially  noticed;  it  goes  on  to  enact,  in  §  13,* — with 
tautology  which  would  put  to  shame  Mrs.  Shandy's  marriage- 
settlement,* — that  every  document  sealed  with  this  seal,  and  pur- 
porting to  be  a  copy  of  any  record  or  document,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  true  copy,  and  shall,  without  further  proof,  be  admitted  in 
evidence  before  all  courts  and  persons,  to  the  same  extent  as  the 
original  record  or  document  would  be  admissible,  as  well  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  its  contents,  as  of  proving  that  it  belonged  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery. 

'  See  6  &  7  v.,  c.  18,  §  J  66,  68.  See  as  to  corresponding  law  in  Ireland, 
13  &  14  v.,  c.  69,  §§  79,  81,  Ir. 

2  Ord.  LXL,  R.  1. 

Ml  &  42  v.,  c.  31,  ?  16;  42  &  43  V.,  c.  50,  ?  16,  Ir.  See  Halkett  v. 
Emmott,  47  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  436;  S.  C,  nom.  Emmott  v.  Marchant,  Halkett, 
Claimant,  L.  E.  3  Q.  B.  D.  555. 

*  The  precise  words  are  as  follows: — "And  be  it  enacted,  that  every  office 
copy  issued  from  the  Petty  Bag  Office  shall  he  sealed  with  the  said  Chancery 
Common-law  Seal  for  the  time  being;  and  every  doncument  sealed  with  such 
seal,  and  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  any  record  or  other  document  of  any 
description,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such  record  or  other  document, 
and  shall,  without  further  proof,  be  admissible  and  admitted  and  received  in 
evidence,  as  well  before  either  House  of  Parliament  as  also  before  any  com- 
mittee thereof,  and  also  by  and  before  all  courts,  tribunals,  judges,  justices, 
officers,  and  other  persons  whomsoever,  in  like  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
and  effect  as  the  original  record  or  other  document  would  or  might  be  admis- 
sible or  admitted  or  received,  if  tendered  in  evidence,  as  well  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  contents  of  such  record  or  other  document,  as  also  proving  such 
record  or  other  document  to  be  a  record  or  document,  of  or  belonging  to  the 
said  Court  of  Chancery,  but  not  further  or  otherwise." 

'"  Tristram  Shandy,  Vol.  I.  ch.  xv. 
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§  1542.  It  would  be  no  easy  matter  to  enumerate  all  the  records  j  iseo 
and  documents  which  are  deposited  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office,'  and 
which  may  now,  under  the  above  enactment,  be  proved  by  office 
copies;  but  among  the  most  important  may  be  mentioned  the 
Parliament  pawns,  that  is,  the  list  of  writs  issued  on  calling  new 
Parliaments,  from  the  time  of  Henry  VII. ;  the  returns  of  Members 
to  Parliament  from  the  date  of  the  Restoration;  a  few  qualifications 
of  Members  of  Parliament;  The  Bedford  Level  decrees;  the 
decrees  of  Charity  Commissioners  from-  the  reign  of  Queen  Eliza- 
beth; the  commissions  and  inquisitions  of  lunacy  and  escheats 
from  the  time  of  Charles  II. ;  the  returns  to  writs  for  swearing  in 
the  old  Masters  Extraordinary  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  for  electing  coroners,  verderors,  and 
regardors  ;  the  returns  to  writs  of  scire  facias,  and  a  vast  number 
of  other  writs  which  have  issued  from  what  used  to  be  the 
common -law  side  of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  ^  and  a  considerable 
number  of  enrolments  of  patents  and  specifications,  which,  prior 
to  the  1st  of  January,  1849,  were  enrolled  in  the  Petty  Bag 
Office. 


§  1543.  While  treating  of  office  copies  it  will  be  proper  to  draw 
attention  to  an  extraordinary  provision  which  has,  by  some  strange 
oversight,  crept  into  the  rules  which  regulate  proceedings  in  divorce 
and  matrimonial  causes.  All  documents  relating  to  any  matter  or 
suit  depending  in  the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes 
are  now,  in  accordance  with  rulellS,  deposited  in  the  Registry  of 
the  Court  of  Probate;  and  the  Registrar  of  that  court  is  bound  to 
permit  searches  and  inspection,  and  to  grant  copies  and  extracts, 
as  if  the  documents  had  reference  to  some  disputed  probate.  Then 
comes  Rule  119,  which  provides  that"oj^ce  copies  or  extracts 
furnished  from  the  Registry  of  the  Court  of  Probate  will  not  be 
collated  with  the  originals  from  which  the  same  are  copied,  unless 
specially  required.     Every  copy  so  required  shall  be  certified  under 


'  See  37  &  38  V.,  c.  81,  §§  5,  10,  which  give  power  to  abolish  this  office,  and 
to  transfer  the  muniments  elsewhere.  For  some  unexplained  reason,  however, 
the  power  has  never  been  exercised.  See  Rules  respecting  Solicitors,  2nd  Nov., 
1875,  Rule  "  as  to  Custody  of  Rolls  and  Documents." 

'  See  12  &  13  v.,  c.  109,  J  14. 
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the  hand  of  one  of  the  principle  Registrars  of  the  Court  of  Probate 
to  be  an  examined  copy."  Eule  120  adds,  that  "  the  seal  of  the 
court  will  not  be  affixed  to  any  copy  which  is  not  certified  to  be  an 
examined  copy."  It  would  be  difficult  to  frame  language  opening 
a  wider  door  to  fraud  than  that  here  employed.  Let  the  reader 
only  imagine  one  of  the  most  important  Divisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Justice  in  this  country  being  permitted  to  issue  out  to 
the  public, — doubtless  for  fees  duly  received, — what  might  turn  out 
to  be  false  extracts  from,  and  fraudulent  copies  of,  some  of  the 
most  important  records  we  possess.  It  is  hoped  that  attention 
being  now  drawn  to  this  grave  blot,  it  will  no  longer  be  allowed  to 
disgrace  our  Judicature  Rules. 


§  1544.  Although,  in  Ireland,  the  officers  of  the  superior  courts  ?  1388 
are  authorised,  if  not  required,  by  statute,'  to  furnish  office  copies  ' 
of  the  proceedings  of  such  courts,  thesei  copies,  with  one  statutory 
exception,  seem  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  only  in  the  same 
cause  and  the  same  court;  the  judges  apparently  considering,  that 
the  Legislature  did  not  intend  to  effect  such  an  innovation  in 
the  law  of  evidence,  as  would  be  introduced,  if  office  copies  of 
all  the  records  of  the  superior  courts  were  rendered  universally 
admissible. '^  The  exception  just  stated  is  founded  on  the  Act  of 
14  &  15  v.,  c.  57,  Ir.,  which,  by  §  107,  enacts,  that  in  every  pro- 
ceeding before  the  court  of  the  assistent  barrister,  or  of  the  judge 
of  assize  upon  appeal,  an  office  copy  of  any  judgment,  decree,  or 
order,  made  by  or  before  any  court  of  law  or  equity  in  Ireland, 
certified  to  be  a  true  copy  by  the  proper  officer  of  such  court, 
shall,  upon  proof  of  such  officer^s  handwriting,  be  deemed  and 
takeu  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  docuinent.  This  clause  is 
remarkable,  as  setting  at  naught  the  valuable  provisions  of  the 
Documentary  Evidence  Act,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  proof  of  the 
office  copies. 

§  1545.    The    most    usual    mode  of    proving  records  is  by  an    ?  1389 


»  See  7  &  8  v.,  c.  107,  ?  11,  and  Sch.,  Ir. 
2  Jack  V.  Kiernan,  2  Jebb  &  Sy.  231. 
(4189) 


1318  PROOF  OF  RECORDS  BY  EXAMINED  COPIES.  [PAKT  III. 

examined  copy;  and  when  this  course  is  intended  to  be  adopted, 
a  witness  must  be  produced,  who^will  swear  that  he  has  compared 
the  copy  tendered  in  evidence  with  the  original,  or  with  what  the 
officer  of  the  court,  or  any  other  person,  read  as  the  contents  of  the 
record,  and  that  such  a  copy  is  correct.'  It  is  not  necessary  for  the 
person  examining  to  exchange  papers,  and  read  them  alternately 
both  ways;  ^  but  it  is  necessary  that  the  copy  should  bean  accu- 
rate and  complete  copy,  and,  therefore,  if  it  contains  abbreviations 
where,  in  the  original,  words  were  written  at  length,  it  cannot  be 
received.'  Moreover,  if  the  record  be  written  or  printed  in  an 
ancient  or  foreign  character,  the  witness,  who  has  compared  the 
copy  with  it,  must  have  been  able  to  read  and  understand  the 
original.*  It  must  also  appear  in  all  these  cases,  that  the  record 
from  which  the  copy  was  taken  was  found  in  the  proper  place  of 
deposit,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  in  whose  custody  the  records 
of  the  court  are  kept.  And  this  cannot  be  shown  by  any  light 
reflected  from  the  record  itself,  which  may  have  been  improperly 
placed  where  it  was  found." 

§  1546.  The  records  of  judicial  proceedings  of  the  old  Admirality  ? 
Court,"  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,'  of  the  Court  of  Stannaries,' 
and  of  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions,  may  be  proved,  either  by 
producing  the  originals,  or  by  means  of  exemplifications,  whether 
under  the  Great  Seal  or  under  the  seals  of  the  respective  courts, 
which  seals  require  no  proof,'  or  by  office  copies  in  the  same  cause 
and  the  same  court,'"  or  by  examined  copies  in  any  court."  Indeed, 
these  modes  of  proof  are  generally  available  with  respect  to  the 


'  Eeed  v.  Margison,  1  Camp.  469;  Gyles  v.  Hill,  id.  471,  n.;  M'Neil  v. 
Perchard,  1  Esp.  26^;  Fyson  v.  Kemp,  6  C.  &  P.  71 ;  Rolf  v,  Dart,  2  Taunt. 
51;  E.  V.  M'Donald,  Arm.  M.  &  O.  112,  per  Crampton,  J.;  R.  v.  Hughes,  1 
Crawf.  &D.,  C.  C.  13,  per  Doherty,  C.  J.;  Hill  v.  Packard,  5  Wend.  387; 
Lynde  v.  Judd,  3  Day,  499.  ^  Cases  cited  in  last  note. 

"  E.  V.  Christian,  C.  &  Marsh.  388. 

'  Crawford  and  Lindsay  Peer.  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  534.  544,  545. 

'  Adamthwaite  v.  Synge,  1  Stark.  E.  183,  per  Ld.  EUenborough;  4  Camp. 
372,  S.  C, 

6  See  3  &  4  V.,  c.  65;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  10;  30  &  31  V.,  c.  114,  Ir. 

'  See  6  &  7  V.,  c.  38,  ?  14.  »  geg  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  106,  U  19,  21. 

»  Ante,  I  6. 

"  Ante,  I  1538.  "  E.  v.  Hains,  Comb.  337,  per  Holt,  C.  J. 
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judgments  or  other  proceedings  of  all  inferior  courts  of  record;' 
and  even  where  the  court  is  not  one  of  record,  and  where  short 
notes  of  its  proceedings  are  alone  kept,  these  notes,  being  con- 
sidered as  public  documents,  may  be  proved  by  examined  copies.^ 
Where  the  existence  of  a  record  or  judgment  of  any  of  the  inferior 
common-law  courts  is  put  in  issue  in  some  cause  in  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division,  the  party  who  has  to  produce  the  document  ques- 
tioned, may  mover  that  court  for  a  certiorari;  and  on  the  issuing  of 
this  writ,  a  literal  transcript  of  the  document,  under  the  seal  of 
the  inferior  tribunal,  will  be  returned  directly  into  the  court,  and 
will  be  sufficient  to  countervail  the  statement  of  defence  denying  the 
existence  of  the  original.* 

§  1547.  In  extending  to  the  records  and  other  judicial  pro-  §  1391 
ceedings  of  all  inferior  courts  the  above  common- law  modes  of 
proof,  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that,  in  a  few  instances,  special 
statutes  have  been  passed  with  a  view  of  facilitating  the  proof, 
either  of  the  records  or  other  proceedings  of  particular  tribunals, 
or  of  particular  records  and  documents.  These  Acts,  however,  by 
rendering  admissible  a  convenient  species  of  evidence,  do  not 
thereby  deprive  parties  of  the  right  of  having  recourse  to  any 
other  mode  of  .proof  allowable  at  common- law;  or,  in  other  words, 
the  statutable  methods  of  proof  are  cumulative,  and  not  substitu- 
tionary; since  it  is  a  doctrine  founded  on  common  sense,  largely 
sanctioned  by  authority,  and  especially  applicable  where  the 
common  law  is  concerned,  that,  unless  the  enactment  of  a  new 
provision  clearly  indicates  an  intention  by  the  Legislature  to 
abrogate  the  old  law,  both  shall  be  understood  to  stand  together, 
provided  their  so  doing  would  not  be  impossible  or  obviously 
■absurd.* 


§  1 548.  Subject  to  these  observations,  a  reference  may  now  be    g  1393 
made  to  the  Acts  in  question;  and,  first,  as  to  "The  Bankruptcy 

'  R.  ■;;.  Hains,  Comb.  337,  per  Holt,  C.  J.  '  Id. 

'     '  Woodcraft  v.  Kinaston,  2  Atk.  317,  318,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke;  Butcher's 
case,  Cro.  Eliz.  821. 

*  Escott  V.  Mastiu,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  130,  131,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  Northam  v. 
Latouche,  4  C.  &  P.  140,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  R.  v.  Carter,  1  Den.  65;  Edwards 
V.  Buchanan,  3  B.  &  Ad.  788. 
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Act,  1883," '  which  regulates  in  great  measure  the  proof  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy.'  This  statute  enacts, 
in  §  134,'  that  "  any  petition  or  copy  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy, 
any  order  *  or  certificate,  or  copy  of  an  order  or  certificate,  made  by 
any  court  having  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy,  any  instrument,  or 
copy  of  an  instrument,  affidavit,  or  document,  made  or  used  in  the 
course  of  any  banki'uptcy  proceedings,  or  other  proceedings  had  under 
this  Act,  shall,  if  it  appears  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  any  court 
having  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy,  or  purports  to  be  signed  by  any 
judge  thereof,  or  is  certified  as  a  true  copy  by  any  registrar  thereof, 
be  receivable  in  evidence  in  all  legal  proceedings  whatever." 

§  1549.  Besides  this  general  enactment,  the  Act,  and  the  Rules 
made  pursuant  to  §  127,  contain  several  provisions,  which  facilitate 
the  proof  of  particular  documents,  and  enlarge  their  admissibility 
and  effect.  First,  "  A  copy  of  the  London  Gazette,  containing  any 
notice  inserted  therein  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  shall  be  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  in  the  notice.""    These  notices, — which  must  all 


1  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52.  As  to  "The  Bankruptcy  (Scotland)  Act,  1856,"  see 
post,  ?  1559. 

^  The  Irish  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Act,  1857,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  60,  enacts  In 
§  361,  that  "every  petition  of  bankruptcy,  petition  of  insolvency,  schedule, 
adjudication,  petition  for  arrangement  bet-n-een  a  debtor  and  his  creditors,  ap- 
pointment of  assignees,  certificate,  deposition,  order,  document  or  other  pro- 
ceeding in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  or  under  any  such  petition  for  arrange- 
ment, appearing  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  or  any  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  a  copy  of  any  such  document,  and  purporting  to  be  so  sealed, 
shall  at  all  times,  and  on  behalf  of  all  persons,  and  whether  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  or  othervrise,  be  admitted  in  all  courts  whatever  as  evidence  of 
such  documents  respectively,  and  of  such  proceedings  and  orders  having 
respectively  taken  place  or  been  made,  without  any  further  proof  thereof; 
provided  always,  that  all  commissions  of  bankrupt,  depositions,  and  other  pro- 
ceedings under  the  same,  which  may  have  been  entered  of  record  before  the 
commencement  of  this  Act,  and  having  the  certificate  of  entry  thereon,  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  the  person  appointed  to  enter  the  same  by  the  Act  of 
the  Irish  Parliament,  11  &  12  G.  3,  c.  8,  and  the  Act  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  14,  or  his 
deputy,  shall,  without  proof  of  the  appointment  or  handwriting  of  such 
person,  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  same,  and  of  the  same  having  been 
duly  entered  of  record,  and  of  such  proceedings  having  respectively  taken 
place." 

'  See  as  to  the  former  law,  24  &  25  V.,  c.  134,  §  203;  32  &  33  V.,  c.  71, 
?107. 

*  E.  V.  Thomas,  11  Cox,  535,  as  to  orders  of  adjudication. 

'  ?  132,  subs.  1. 
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be  gazetted  by  the  Board  of  Trade,' — are  ten  in  number,^  and  relate 
to,  (1)  Eeceiving  orders;  (2)  First  meetings;  (3)  Adjudications; 
(4)  Approvals  of  compositions  or  schemes;  (5)  Intended  dividends; 
(6)  Dividends;  (7)  Applications  for  discharge;  (8)  Adjudications 
annulled ;  (9)  Appointments  of  Trustees,  and  (10)  Orders  on 
application  for  discharge.  The  Act  next  singles  out  two  of  these 
notices  for  special  favour,  and  enacts  in  §  132,  subs.  2,  that  "the 
production  of  a  copy  of  the  London  Gazette  containing  any  notice 
of  a  receiving  order,'  or  of  an  order  adjudging  a  debtor  bank- 
rupt,* shall  be  conclusive  evidence  in  all  legal  proceeding  of  the 
order  having  been  duly  made,  and  of  its  date." 


§  1550.  Again,  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  in  a  bankruptcy, 
and  probably  of  a  trustee  when  appointed  in  a  composition,  or  a 
scheme  of  arrangement,^  will  be  conclusively  proved  by  producing 
the  certificate  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  declaring  him  to  be  such 
trustee.*  The  appointment,  too,  of  all  official  receivers,  and  assistant 
official  receivers,  by  the  same  Board  must  be  judicially  noticed; ' 
and  a  certificate  of  the  ofiicial  receiver  that  a  composition  or  scheme 
has  been  duly  accepted  by  the  creditors  and  approved  by  the  court,  is, 
"  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  conclusive  as  to  its  validity."  ' 


§  1551.  On  hearing  any  application  for  the  discharge  of  a  bank- 
rupt the  court  is  now  required  to  "  take  into  consideration  a  report 
of  the  ofiicial  receiver  as  to  the  bankrupt's  conduct  and  affairs;  " 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  inquiry,  the  report  is  to  be  received, — 
contrary  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  justice, — as  "  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  statements  therein  contained." '  So,  when  the  Board  of 
Trade  has  objected  to  the  appointment  of  a  trustee,  and  at  the 
instance  of   the  -creditors  has  notified  the  objection  to  the  High 


'  R.  203.  But  see  Sched.  I.,  R.  2,  which  directs  the  official  receiver  to 
gazette  the  notices  of  first  meetings,  and  compare  it  with  R.  185  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Rules. 

■'  F.  127.  '   ?  13. 

*  §  20,  subs.  2.  *  See  ?  18,  subs.  12  &  13. 

«  I  138;  R.  218;  F.  71. 

'  RR.  233,  242.  '  §  18,  subs.  9. 

«  §  28,  subs.  2  &  4. 
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Court,  any  report  of  the  grounds  of  the  objection,  when  communi- 
cated by  the  board  to  the  court,  must  be  received  as  "  prima  facie 
evidence  of  statements  therein  contained."  ' 


§  1552.  Again,  under  Schedule  1  of  the  Act,  Rule  25,  the 
chairman  ^  of  every  meeting  of  creditors  is  directed  to  "  cause 
minutes  of  the  proceedings  at  the  meeting  to  be  drawn  up,  and 
fairly  entered  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  and  the  minutes 
shall  be  signed  by  him  or  by  the  chairman  of  the  next  ensuing 
meeting;"  and  §  133,  subs.  1  of  the  Act  then  provides,  that  any 
such  minute,  "  signed  at  the  same  or  the  next  ensuing  meeting, 
by  a  person  describing  himself  as,  or  appearing  to  be,  chairman  of 
the  meeting  at  which  the  minute  is  signed,  shall  be  received  in 
evidence  without  further  proof."  Subs.  2  further  enacts, — and 
this  is  a  very  valuable  enactment,' — that,  "  until  the  contrary  is 
proved,  every  meeting  of  creditors,  in  respect  of  the  proceedings 
whereof  a  minute  has  been  so  signed,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
duly  convened  and  held,  aud  all  resolutions  passed  or  proceedings 
had  thereat  to  have  been  duly  passed  or  had." 

§  1553.  The  Act  also  contains  an  important  regulation  respecting 
affidavits;  for  it  enacts  by  §  135,  that,  "subject  to  general  rules, 
any  affidavit  to  be  used  in  a  bankruptcy  court  may  be  sworn  before 
any  person  authorised  to  administer  oaths  in  the  High  Court,  or 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  or 
before  any  registrar  of  a  bankruptcy  court,  or  before  any  officer  of 
a  bankruptcy  court  authorised  in  writing  on  that  behalf  by  the  judge 
of  the  court,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  person  residing  in  Scotland  or  in 
Ireland,  before  a  judge  ordinary,  magistrate,  or  justice  of  the  peace, 
or,  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  is  out  of  the  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  before  a  magistrate,  or  justice  of  the  peace,  or 
other  person  qualified  to  administer  oaths  in  the  country  where  he 


'  E.  220,  subs.  1  &  2. 

^  The  chairman  has  primA  facie  authority  to  decide  all  incidental  questions 
requiring  immediate  decision,  and  his  decision  as  entered  on  the  minutes 
is  prim3,  facie  correct;  In  re  Indian  Zoedone  Co.,  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  468,  per  Ct. 
of  App.;  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  70,  S.  C. 

'  See  Bankruptcy  Eules,  1883,  E.  161,  subs.  1. 
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resides  (he  being  certified  to  be  a  magistrate,  or  justice  of  the 
peace,  or  qualified  as  aforesaid,  by  a  British  minister  or  British 
consul,  or  by  a  notary  public)."  Eule  50  of  the  Bankruptcy  Eules 
then  provides,  that  "  the  court  shall  take  judicial  notice  of  the  seal 
or  signature  of  any  person,  authorised  by  or  under  the  Act  to  take 
affidavits,  or  to  certify  to  such  authority."  ' 


§  1554.  A  simple  mode  of  proving  the  records  and  proceedings^'  2  1396 
of  the  County  Courts'  is  established  by  the  Statute  9  &  10  V. 
c.  95,  which,  in  §  111,  enacts,  "  that  the  clerk,"  now  called  the 
registrar,*  "  of  every  court  holden  under  this  Act,  shall  cauBe_  a  note 
of  all  plaints  and  summonses,  and  of  all  orders,  and  of  all  judg- 
ments and  executions,  and  returns  thereto,  and  of  all  fines,  and  of 
all  other  proceedings  of  the  court,  to  be  fairly  entered  from  time  to 
time  in  a  book  belonging  to  the  court,  which  shall  be  kept  at  the 
office  of  the  court;  and  such  entries  in  the  said  book,  or  a  copy 
thereof  bearing  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  and 
certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  clerk,"  or  registrar,  "of  the  court, 
shall  at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all  courts  and  places  whatsoever, 
as  evidence  of  such  entries,  and  of  the  proceeding  referred  to  by 
such  entry  or  entries,  and  of  the  regularity  of  such  proceeding,* 
without  any  further  proof."  It  has  peen  held  under  this  section, 
that  the  note  entered  by  the  Registrar  of  the  County  Court  in  his 
book  cannot  be  contradicted  by  any  entry  made  by  the  judge  in  his 
own  minute  book.* 


§  1555.  Among  the  particular  judicial   documents  the  proof  of    §  1397 
which  is  facilitated  by  statute,  may  be  mentioned  the  proceedings 


^  See  farther  as  to  the  proof  and  admissibility  of  particular  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  post  ^J  1747,  et  seq. 

2  See  post,  i  1586  A. 

'  As  to  the  mode  of  proving  Civil  Bill  decrees  in  Ireland,  see  and  com- 
pare 14  &  15  v.,  c.  57,  ??  10,  97,  110,  114;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  99,  ^  57,  cited 
post,  ?  1572;  Alcorn  v.  Larkin,  Arm.  M.  &  O.  367;  and  Donagh  v.  Bergin, 
id.  284.  *  19&20  v.,  c.  108,  ?8. 

*  As,  for  instance,  the  regularity  of  the  appointment  of  a  deputy  judge,  E. 
V.  Roberts,  14  Cox,  101. 

«  Dews  V.  Eyle,  2  L.  M.  &  P.  544. 
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of  courts-martial,  which,  by  virtue  of  the  Army  Act,  1881,  are 
rendered  admissible  in  evidence  on  their  mere  production,  if  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  the  President,  and  coming  from  the  custody 
of  the  Judge  Advocate- General,  or  of  the  of&cer  having  charge  of 
them;  and  which  may  also  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be 
certified  by  such  judge-advocate,  or  his  deputy,  or  by  such  other 
officer  as  aforesaid.'  Again,  all  summary  convictions  for  offences 
against  the  Seamen's  Clothing  Act,  1869,^  or  the  Factory 
and  Workshop  Act,  1878,'  all  of  which  must  be  filed  amongst 
the  records  of  the  Quarter  Sessions,  may  respectively  be  proved 
upon  any  future  proceedings  under  these  Acts,  by  copies  certified 
under  the  hand  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace.  Under  the  Act  of 
1861  and  1869,  just  mentioned,  the  summary  convictions  may  also 
be  established  in  evidence  by  any  copies  proved  to  be  true,  and 
they  will  further  "  be  presumed  to  have  been  unappealed 
against  until  the  contrary  be  shown."  *  In  every  casej  too,  where 
the  conviction  is  quashed  on  appeal,  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace  is 
directed  to  indorse  on  it  a  memorandum  to  that  efPect;  "and 
whenever  any  copy  or  certificate  of  such  conviction  shall  be  made, 
a  copy  of  such  memorandum  shall  be  added  thereto,  and  shall  be 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  conviction  has  been  quashed."  *  Again, 
the  verdicts  and  judgments  in  compensation  cases  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  must  be  signed  by  the  sheriffs,  and  de- 
posited with  the  records  of  the  Quarter  Sessions;  and  the  same,  or 
copies  thereof  signed  and  certified  to  be  true  copies  by  the  Clerk  of 
the  Peace,  are  good  evidence  in  all  courts  and  elsewhere.*  Under 
the  Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1876,  "Condemnation  by  any 
justice  under  the  customs  laws,  may  be  proved  in  any  court  of 
justice,  or  before  any  competent  tribunal,  by  the  production  of  a 
certificate  of  such  condemnation,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  such 


1  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  S  ]65. 

'  32  &  33  V.,  c.  57,  J  6.  Ml  V.,  c.  16,  ?  92. 

♦  32  &  33  v.,  c.  57,  \  6.  See  42  &  43  V.  c.  49,  ?  31,  subs.  6,  and  47  &  48  V., 
c.  43,  ?  6. 
=  See  42  &  43^.  c.  49,  §  31,  subs.  6,  and  47  &  48  V.  c.  43,  J  6. 
«  8  &  9  v.,  c.  18,  S  50. 
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justice,  or  an  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  such  condemnation 
certified  by  the  clerk  to  such  justice."  ' 


§  1556.  The  modes  of  authenticating  the  records  and  judicial  ?  1398 
proceedings  of  foreign  and  colonial  courts,  including  those  of  the 
Channel  Islands,  India,  and  all  other  possessions  of  the  British 
Crown,  except  Scotland,^  are  now  regulated  by  Lord  Brougham's 
Evidence  Act  of  1851,'  which  in  §  7  enacts,  that  all  judgments, 
decrees,  orders,  and  other  judicial  proceedings  of  any  court  of 
justice  in  any  Foreign  State,  or  in  any  British  Colony,  and  all  affi- 
davits, pleadings,  and  other  legal  documents,  filed  or  deposited  in 
any  such  court,  may  be  proved  either  by  examined  copies,  or  by 
copies  authenticated  as  follows  :  that  is  to  say,  they  must  purport 
either  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court  to  which  the  originals 
belong;  or  if  there  be  no  seal,  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  judges  of 
such  court,  who  must  also  certify  to  the  fact  of  there  being  no  seal. 
When  these  provisions  are  complied  with,  no  evidence  is  required 
either  to  authenticate  the  seal,  signature,  or  certificate  attached  to 
the  copy,  or  to  prove  the  official  character  of  the  judge.  If  the 
foreign  document,  sought  to  be  proved  by  a  copy,  does  not  fall 
within  the  language  of  the  section  just  cited,  evidence  must  be 
given  that  it  is  a  public  writing  deposited  in  some  registry  or  place, 
whence,  by  the  law  or  the  established  usage  of  the  country,  it 
cannot  be  removed,'  and  the  copy  must  then  be  shown  to  have  been 
duly  examined. 

§  1557.  Besides  the  section  just  referred  to,  Lord  Brougham's    §  1399 
Act'  contains  several  clauses  which  greatly  facilitate  the  proof  of 
English  documents  in  Ireland,  of  Irish  documents  in  England,  and 
of  English  and  Irish  documents  in  the  Colonies.     Thus,  §  9  enacts,' 
that  "  every  document,  which,  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  hereafter 


1  39  &  40  v.,  c.  36,  ?  263.  The  draftsman  of  this  clause  had  evidently 
very  hazy  notions  respecting  the  distinction  between  examined  and  certified 
copies.  ^  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99,  ^?  18,  19. 

5  14  &  15  v.,  c.  99,  ?  7,  cited  ante,  §  10. 

*  Alivon  r.  Furnival,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  277,  291,  292;  Furnell  o.  Stockpoole, 
Milw.  Ec.  Ir.  K.  283—286...  ■    ^  U  &  15  Y.,  c.  99. 
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to  be  in  force,  is,  or  shall  be,  admissible  in  evidence  of  any  par- 
ticular in  any  court  of  justice  in  England  or  Wales,  without  proof 
of  the  seal,  or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenticating  the  same,  or  of 
th^  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have 
signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same  extent 
and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  court  of  justice  in  Ireland,  or 
before  any  person  having  in  Ireland,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties, 
authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  without  proof  of 
the  seal,  or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the 
judicial  or  oMcial  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed 
the  same."  §  10  enacts,  that  "  every  document,  which,  by  any  law 
now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force,  is,  or  shall  be,  admissible 
in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court  of  justice  in  Ireland, 
without  proof  of  the  seal,  or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenticating  the 
same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing 
to  have  signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same 
extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  court  of  justice  in  England 
or  Wales,  or  before  any  person  having  in  England  or  Wales,  by  law 
or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine 
evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seal,  or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenti- 
cating the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person 
appearing  to  have  signed  the  same."  §  11  enacts,  that  "  every 
docoment,  which,  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force, 
is,  or  shall  be,  admissible  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court 
of  justice  in  England  or  Wales  or  Ireland,  without  proof  of  the  seal, 
or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or 
official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same, 
shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the  same 
purposes  in  any  court  of  justice  of  any  of  the  British  Colonies,  or 
before  any  person  having  in  any  of  such  colonies,  by  law  or  by 
consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence, 
without  proof  of  the  seal,  or  stamp,  or  signature,  authenticating  the 
same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  appear- 
ing to  have  signed  the  same." 


§  1558.  In  conformity  with  §  10,  as  quoted  above,  it  has  been   s  1400 
held,  that  an  affidavit  purporting  to  be  sworn  before  a  Master  Ex- 
traordinary of  the  old  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  was  admissible 
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in  evidence  in  this  country,  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  ofi&cial 
character  of  such  master.' 


§  1559.  Several  clauses  are  inserted  in  "The  Bankruptcy  (Scot-  ^  1400a 
land)  Act,  1856,"^  to  facilitate  the  proof,  and  to  regulate  the  effect, 
of  certain  proceedings  under  that  statute,  which  may  be  tendered 
in  evidence  before  English  or  Irish  tribunals.  One  very  important 
section,  relative  to  the  mode  of  proving  orders  and  decrees  made 
under  the  Scotch  Bankruptcy  Law,  has  been  cited  in  an  earlier 
chapter  of  this  work,^  and  two  or  three  more  remain  to  be  noticed. 
And  first,  §  47  enacts,  that  "  the  warrant  granting  protection  or 
liberation  [to  the  debtor],  or  a  copy  thereof,  certified  by  one  of  the 
Bill  Chamber  Clerks  if  it  is  granted  by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  or  by 
the  Sheriff  Clerk  if  it  is  granted  by  the  Sheriff,  shall  protect  or 
liberate  the  debtor  from  arrest  or  imprisonment  in  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  and  her  Majesty's  other  dominions,  for  civil  debt  con- 
tracted previous  to  the  date  of  sequestration;  and  all  courts  of  ■ 
justice  and  judges,  and  all  officers  and  gaolers,  shall  be  bound  to 
give  effect  to  such  warrant;  but  such  warrant  of  protection  or 
liberation  shall  not  be  of  any  effect  against  the  execution  of  a  war- 
rant of  apprehension  or  imprisonment,  in  meditatione  fugse,  or  ad 
factum  prsestandum,  or  for  any  criminal  act."  *  Next,  §§  140  and 
147  respectively  enact,  that  the  deliverance  pronounced  by  the  Lord 
Ordinary  or  the  Sheriff,  "  discharging  the  'bankrupt  of  all  debts 
and  obligations  contracted  by  him,  or  for  which  he  was  liable  at  the 
date  of  the  sequestration."  "shall  operate  as  a  complete  discharge 
and  acquittance  to  the  bankrupt  in  terms  thereof,  and  shall  receive 
effect  within  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  all  her  Majesty's  other- 
dominions."  Then  comes  section  73,  which  enacts,  that  the  act 
and  warrant,^  which  is  granted  by  the  Sheriff  in  confirmation  of  the- 


'  In  re  Mahon's  'rrui?t,  9  Hare.  459.  M9  &  20  V.,  c.  79. 

'  §  174  of  the  Act,  cited  ante,  ?  13. 

*  See,  also,  ?  77  of  the  Act,  which  gives  powers  for  renewing  the  warrant  of 
protection. 

^  The  form  of  the  Act  and  Warrant  is  given  in  Sch.  D.  of  the  Statute,  and' 
is  aa  follows : 

"  Act  and  Warrant  of  Confirmation  of  the  Trustee. 

[Place  and  date.] 
'•  The  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  [insert   county]  has  confirmed  and  hereby 
5  LAW  OF  EVID.— V.  IV.  (4199) 
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trustee  of  a  sequestrated  estate,  and  which  vests  in  the  trustee  the 
whole  property  of  the  debtor,'  "  shall  be  an  effectual  title  to  the 
trustee  to  perform  the  duties  hereby  imposed  on  him,  and  shall  be 
evidence  of  his  right  and  title  to  the  sequestrated  estate  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act;  and  a  copy  of  such  act  and  warrant  in 
favour  of  the  trustee,  purporting  to  be  certified  by  the  Sheriff  Clerk, 
and  to  be  authenticated  by  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Sessions,  shaH  be  received  in  all  courts  and  places  within  England, 
Ireland,  and  her  Majesty's  other  dominions,  as  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  title  of  the  trustee,  without  proof  of  the  authenticity  of 
the  signatures  or  of  the  official  character  of  the  persons  signing, 
and  shall  entitle  the  trustee  to  recover  any  property  belonging 
or  debt  due  to  the  bankrupt,  and  to  maintain  actions  in  the  same 
way  as  the  bankrupt  might  have  done  if  his  estate  had  not  been 
sequestrated." 

§  1560.  The  Legislature  has  interposed  a  special  mode  of  J  1401 
proving  some  particular  documents,  when  tendered  in  evidence  as 
coming  either  from  abroad,  or  from  some  place  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  For  instance,  the  Extradition  Act,  1870,'' 
contains  an  express  enactment,  in  §  14,  that  "  Depositions  or 
statements  on  oath,  taken  in  a  foreign  state,  and  copies  of  such 
original  depositions  or  statements,  and  foreign  certificates  of  or* 
judicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of  conviction,  may,  if  duly 
authenticated,  be  received  in  evidence  in  proceedings  under  this 
Act."  §  15  then  further  enacts,  that  "Foreign  warrants  and 
depositions  or  statements  on  oath,  and  copies  thereof,  and  certifi- 
cates of  or  judicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of  a  conviction,  shall 

U ^ 

confirms  A..  B.  [name  and  designation],  trustee  on  the  sequestrated  estate  of 
C.  D,  [name  and  designation]  ;  and  tlie  whole  of  the  estates  and  effects, 
heritable  and  moveable,  and  real  and  personal,  wherever  situated  of  the  said 
C,  D.,  are  transferred  and  belong  to  A.  B.  as  trustee  for  behoof  of  the  creditors 
of  the  said  C.  D.  in  terms  of  the  '  Bankruptcy  [Scotland]  Act,  1856  ; '  and  the 
said  A.  B.  has,  as  trustee  aforesaid,  in  terms  of  the  said  Act,  full  right  and 
power  to  sue  for  and  recover  all  estates,  effects,  debts,  and  money  belonging 
or  due  to  the  said  C.  D. 

(Signed)  C.  D.,  Sheriff  Clerk." 

>  §102.  2  33&34  V.,c.  52. 
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be  deemed  duly  authenticated  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  if 
authenticated  in  manner  provided  for  the  time  being  by  law,  or. 
authenticated  as  follows: — 

"(1.)  If  the  warrant  purports  to  be  signed  by  a  judge,  magis- 
trate, or  officer  of  the  foreign  state  where  the  same  was  issued; 

"(2.)  If  the  depositions,  or  statements,  or  the  copies  thereof, 
purport  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  a  judge,  magistrate,  or 
officer  of  the  foreign  state  where  the  same  were  taken,  to  be  the 
original  depositions  or  statements,  or  to  be  true  copies  thereof,  as 
the  case  may  require;  and 

"(3.)  If  the  certificate  of  or  judicial  docun>ent  stating  the  fact 
of  conviction  purports  to  be  certified  by  a  judge,  magistrate,  or 
officer  of  the  foreign  state  where  the  conviction  took  place;  and  if 
in  every  case  the  warrants,  depositions,  statements,  copies,  certi- 
ficates, and  judicial  documents  (as  the  case  may  be)  are  authenti- 
cated by  the  oath  of  some  witness,  or  by  being  sealed  with  the 
official  seal  of  the  minister  of  justice,  or  some  other  minister  of 
state;  and  all  courts  of  justice,  justices,  and  magistrates  shall 
take  judicial  notice  of  such  official  seal,  and  shall  admit  the  docu- 
ments so  authenticated  by  it  to  be  received  in  evidence  without 
further  proof.'" 


§  1561.  When  depositions  have  been  duly  authenticated  under 
the  Act  just  cited,  no  objection,  as  it  would  seem,  can  be  urged 
against  their  admissibility,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  taken 
in  the  presence  of  the  accused  or  in  relation  to  the  particular 
charge.^  All  the  above  provisions  relating  to  depositions  extend  to 
affirmations  taken  in  a  Foreign  State,  and  to  copies  of  such  affirma- 
tions.' , 


§  1562.  Again,  the  Fugitive  Offenders  Act,  1881,  which  author-  ?  1401a 
ises  the  apprehension,  committal,  and  return,  of  certain  offenders, 
who  have  escaped  from  one  part  of  her  Majesty's  dominions  into 
another,  enacts,  that  "  depositions,  whether  taken  in  the  absence  of 


See  R.  V.  Ganz,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  419;  L.  E.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  93,  S.  C. 
In  re  Counhaye,  8  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  410;  42  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  217,  S.  C. 
36  &  37  v.,  c.  60,  ?  4. 
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the  fugitive,  or  otherwise,  and  copies  thereof,  and  official  certificates 
of,  or  judicial  documents  stating  facts,  may,  if  duly  authenticated,  be 
received  in  evidence  in  proceedings  under  that  Act,"  '  that  is,  in  all 
proceedings  before  the  committing  magistrate.  The  statute  then  gives 
minute  directions  as  to  what  shall  constitute  due  authentication  of 
these  several  documents,^  and  adds  a  proviso,  that  nothing  in  the  Act 
shall  authorise  the  reception  of  any  of  them  in  evidence  "  against  a 
person  upon  his  trial  for  an  offence."'  So,  the  Acts  of  11  &  12 
v.,  c.  42,  and  c.  48, — which  contain  provisions  for  apprehending 
offenders  who  escape  from  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  to 
another,  or  from  one  county  or  place  in  England  to  another, 
and  which  Empower  any  magistrate  of  the  place  to  which  an 
offender  is  supposed  to  have  escaped  to  back  the  warrant  for  his 
apprehension, — appear  to  render  it  necessary,  as  a  preliminary 
step  towards  giving  such  magistrate  jurisdiction,  that  proof  should 
be  made  on  oath  of  the  handwriting  of  the  justice  issuing  such 
warrant.* 

§  1568.  Again,  depositions  taken  under  a  writ  of  mandamus  i  1402 
from  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  either  in  India,  respecting  mis- 
demeanors committed  in  that  country,  or  in  any  place  belonging  to 
her  Majesty  out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  respecting  ofPences  against 
the  Acts  for  the  abolition  of  the  slave  trade,  may  be  read  as  evidence 
in  that  Division,  on  the  trial  of  any  indictment  or  information  for 
these  respective  crimes,  if  they  have  been  duly  taken,  and  have  also 
been  returned  to  that  Division,  closed  up  and  under  the  seal  of  two 
of  the  judges  of  the  foreign  court.* 

§  1564.  With  the  view,   as  it  would  seem,    of  facilitating  the   ?  1403 
proof  of  crime  committed  either  at  sea  or  abroad,  a  clause  has 
been  inserted  in  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854,°  which  evinces. 


•44  &  45  v.,  c.  69,  ?  29.  '  Id.  '  Id. 

•  See  U  11—15  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42;  and  §  3  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  43. 

^  13  G.  3,  c.  63,  HO;  6  &  7  v.,  c.  98,  §  4;  ante,  U  500—505.  As  to  how  far 
it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  they  have  been  duly  faken  and  returned,  see  R.  o. 
Douglas,  13  Q.  B.  42. 

»  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  §  270.  As  to  the  proof,  admissibility,  and  effect  of 
depositions  taken  in  French  ports  with  respect  to  offences  under  "The  Sea 
Fisheries  Act,  1868,"  see  31  &  32  V.,  c.  45,  §  61,  &  Sched.  1,  Art.  28;  46  &  47 
v.,  c.  22,  i  30,  2  (d). 
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like  many  other  legislative  efforts,  more  zeal  than  knowledge.  The 
object  of  the  enactment  is  to  render  such  depositions  as  may  have 
been  taken  abroad  admissible  in  evidence,  when  the  witness  cannot 
be  found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  where  the  trial  is  to 
take  place.  The  language  employed  is  as  follows: — "Whenever 
in  the  course  of  any  legal  proceedings  instituted  in  any  part  of- her 
Majesty's  dominions  before  any  judge  or  magistrate,  or  before  any 
person  authorised  by  law  or  by  consent  pf  parties  to  receive  evidence, 
the  testimony  of  any  witness  is  required  in  relation  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  such  proceedings,  then,  upon  due  proof, ^  if  such  proceed- 
ing is  instituted  in  the  United  Kingdom,  that  such  witness  cannot 
be  found  in  that  Kingdom,  or  if  in  any  British  possession,  that  he 
cannot  be  found  in  the  same  possession,  any  deposition  that  such 
witness  may  have  previously  made  on  oath  in  relation  to  the  same 
subject  matter  before  any  justice  or  magistrate  in  her  Majesty's 
dominions,  or  any  British  consular  officer  elsewhere,  shall  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence  subject  to  the  following  restrictions;  that  is  to 
say,  1.  If  such  a  deposition  was  made  in  the  United  Kingdom,  it 
shall  not  be  admissible  in  any  proceeding  instituted  in  the  United 
Kingdom:  2.  If  such  a  deposition  was  made  in  any  British  posses- 
sion, it  shall  not  be  admissible  in  any  proceeding  instituted  in  the 
same  British  possession:  3.  If  the  proceeding  is  criminal,  it  shall 
not  be  admissible  unless  it  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  person 
accused:  Every  deposition  so  made  as  aforesaid  shall  be  authenti- 
cated by  the  signature  of  the  judge,  magistrate,  or  consular  officer, 
before  whom  the  same  is  made;  and  such  judge,  magistrate,  or 
consular  officer  shall,  when  the  same  is  taken  in  a  criminal  matter, 
certify,  if  the  fact  is  so,  that  the  accused  was  present  at  the  taking 
thereof,  but  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  any  case  to  prove  the  sig- 
nature or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed 
any  such  deposition:  and  in  any  criminal  proceeding  such  certi- 
ficate as  aforesaid  shall,  unless  the  contrary  is  proved,  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  accused  having  been  present  in  manner  thereby  certi- 
fied; ^  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  affect  any  case  in  which 


'  See  E.  V.  Conning,  11  Cox,  134;  E.  v,  Anderson,  id.  154. 
2  See  E.  V.  Stewart,  13  Cox,  296. 
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depositions  taken  in  any  proceeding  are  rendered  admissible  in 
evidence  by  any  Act  of  Parliament,  or  by  any  Act  or  ordinance  of 
the  Legislature  of  any  colony,  bo  far  as  regards  such  colony,  or  to 
interfere  with  the  power  of  any  colonial  Legislature  to  make  such 
depositions  admissible  in  evidence,  or  to  interfere  with  the  practice 
of  any  court  in  which  depositions  not  authenticated  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned  are  admissible." 


§  1565.  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  1852  contains  a  J  1404 
remarkable,  and,  as  some  persons  may  consider,  an  absurd,  provision 
with  respect  to  the  mode  of  proving  such  affidavits  as  shall  be 
sworn  abroad,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  courts  to  direct  pro- 
ceedings to  be  taken  against  defendants  resident  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. After  enacting  that  these  affidavits  may  be  sworn  before  any 
consul-general,  consul,  vice-consul,  or  consular  agent  appointed  by 
her  Majesty  at  any  foreign  port  or  place;  it  goes  on  to  provide,  that 
"  every  affidavit  so  sworn  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  may  be  used,  and 
shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  saving  all  just  exceptions,  provided 
it  purpart  to  be  signed  by  such  consul-general,  consul,  vice-consul, 
or  consular  agent,  upon  proof  of  the  official  character  and  signature 
of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same."  ' 

§  1566.  The  above  enactment  not  only  violates  the  principle  §  1405 
.of  the  Documentary  Evidence  Act  of  1845,''  but  it  affords  a 
strange  contrast  to  Order  XXXVIII.,  E.  6,  of  the  Eules  of  1883,' 
which,  after  regulating  the  mode  of  swearing  and  taking  examina- 
tions, affidavits,  and  other  documents,*  whether  in  her  Majesty's 
foreign  dominions,  or  in  any  foreign  parts,  goes  on  to  provide  that 


^  15  &  16  v.,  c.  76,  ?  23.  This  sect.,  for  some  funny  reason,  has  been 
specially  allowed  to  survive  the  almost  total  repeal  of  the  Act  by  46  &  47 
V. ,  c.  49. 

^  See  ante,  |  7. 

'  Cited  ante,  ?  12. 

*  Under  these  general  words,  a  power  of  attorney  executed  in  the  British 
Honduras  in  the  presence  of  a  notary-public,  has  been  proved  in  a  Court  of 
Equity  by  the  production  of  the  notary's  certificate  under  his  hand  and  offi- 
cial seal.  Armstrong  v.  Stockham,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  176,  per  Stuart,  V.-C.  See, 
also,  HaywArd  v.  Stephens,  36  L.  J. ,  Ch.  135. 
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the  seal  or  signature  of  the  court,  judge,   notary,  consul,  or  other 
person,  attached'  to  such  documents,  shall  be  judicially  noticed.'' 

§  1567.  The  rule  referred  to  in  this  last  section,  so  far  as  it  I  1406 
relates  to  British  diplomatic  and  consular  agents,  would  seem  to 
contain  needless  provisions;  for  the  Acts  of  18  &  19  V.,  c.  42, — 
extending  the  provisions  of  6  G.  4,  c.  87,  §  20,  which  empowers 
consuls-general  and  consuls  to  administer  oaths  and  to  do  notarial 
acts  in  the  foreign  places  to  which  they  are  appointed, — enacts,  in 
§  1,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  "  for  every  British  ambassador,  envoy 
minister,  charg6  d'affaires,  or  secretary  of  embassy  or  legation, 
exercising  his  functions  in  any  foreign  country,  and  for  every 
British  vice-counsul,  acting  consul,  pro-consiil,  or  consular  agent  (as 
well  as  every  consul-general  or  consul),  exercising  his  functions  in 
any  foreign  place,  whenever  he  shall  be  thereto  required,  and  when- 
ever he  shall  see  necessary,  to  administer  in  such  foreign  country  or 
place  any  oath,  or  to  take  any  affidavit  or  affirmation  from  any 
person  whomsoever,  and  also  to  do  and  perform  in  such  foreign 
country  or  place  all  and  every  notarial  acts  or  act  which  any  notary- 
public  could  or  might  be  required,  and  is  by  law  empowered,  to  do 
within  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland;  and 
every  such  oath,  affidavit,  or.  affirmation,  and  every  such  notarial 
act,  administered,  sworn,  affirmed,  had,  or  done  by  or  before  such 
ambassador,  envoy,  minister,  charge  d'affaires,  secretary  of  embassy 
or  of  legation,  vice-consul,  acting  consul,  pro- consul,  or  consular 
agent,  shall  be  as  good,  valid,  and  effectual,  and  shall  be  of  like 
force  and  effect  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  such  oath,  affi- 
davit, or  affirmation,  or  notarial  act,  respectively,  had  been  adminis- 
tered, sworn,  affirmed,  had  or  done  before  any  justice  of  the  peace 


1  InHaggitt  v.  Ineff,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  120;  5  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  910,  S.  C;  the 
Lds.  Js.  received  an  affiddvit,  which  was  sworn  in  the  United  States  before, 
and  attested  by,  a  notary-public,  and  to  which  was  appended  a  certificate  of 
the  British  consul  at  New  York,  stating  that  the  notary  held  that  office,  and 
that  his  signature  was  entitled  to  credit.  See,  also,  Savage  v.  Hutchinson,  24 
L.  J.,  Ch.  232;  Le-sdtt  v.  Levitt,  2  Hem.  &  M.  626;  and  Lyle  v.  Ellwood,  15 
Law  Eep.,  Eq.  67;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  80,  S.  C.  nom.  Lyle  v.  Elwood.  But  see  In 
re  Earl's  Trusts,  4  Kay  &  J.  300,  cited  ante,  at  end  of  n.  8,  p.  11. 

"^  See,  also,  15  &  16  V.,  c.  86,  §  22;  and  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52,  I  135,  and 
E.  50  of  Bkptcy.  Eules,  cited  ante,  ?  1552. 
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or  notary-public  ia  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
or  Ireland,  or  before  any  other  legal  or  competent  authority  of  the 
like  nature."  ' 


§  1568.  §  2  enacts,  that  "  affidavits  and  affirmations,  so  taken  as  ?  1406^ 
aforesaid  under  the  said  Act  of  King  George  the  Fourth  or  this 
Act,  shall  and  may  be  received,  read,  and  made  use  of  in  and  before 
any  court  of  law  or  equity,  or  other  judicature  whatever  in  any  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the  judges  and  officers  thereof,  in  or  in 
relation  to  any  action,  suit,  cause,  matter  or  proceeding  in  or  before 
any  such  court  or  judicature,  in  like  manner,  and  shall  be  of  the 
same  force  and  effect,  as  affidavits  and  affirmations  taken  in  or  before 
such  court  or  judicature,  or  by  any  person  duly  commissioned  or 
authorised  by  such  court  or  judicature  to  take  such  affidavits  or 
affirmations,  and  shall  be  filed  and  dealt  with  accordingly."  ^ 

§  1569.  As  the  object  of  all  these  statutes  was  not  to  abrogate 
the  old  law,  but  to  facilitate  the  administration  of  oaths  abroad,  the 
courts  have  determined,  that  a  strict  compliance  with  them  is  not 
always  necessary,  but  that  it  will  suffice  if  an  affidavit  taken  abroad 
can  be  proved  to  have  been  sworn  before  some  functionary,  who  was 
able  to  administer  an  oath  in  his  own  country.' 

§  1570.  Before  any  document,  whether  an  original  or  a  copy,  can  ^  ^^^ 
be  received  in  evidence  of  a  judicial  proceeding,  it  must  in  general 
appear, that  the  record  or  entry  of  such  proceeding  has  heen finally 
completed.  For  instance,  in  order  to  prove  the  finding  of  an  indict- 
ment, either  at  the  Assizes  or  Sessions,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
produce  the  indictment  itself  indorsed  a  true  bill,  or 'the  minute- 
book  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  or  other  officer  of  the  court,  in 


'  See  In  re  Lambert,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  64.  This  case  seems  to  overrule 
In  re  Barnard,  31  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  89;  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  489,  S.  C. 

^  See  ante,  ?  11,  as  to  §§  3,  4,  &  5  of  this  Act.  The  above  provisions, 
somewhat  enlarged,  are  made  applicable  to  affidavits,  declarations,  and  affir- 
mations, used  in  the  Probate  and  Divorce  Divisions,  either  for  England  or 
Ireland,  from  persons  residing  in  foreign  parts  out  of  her  Majesty's 
dominions,  by  §  31  of  21  &  22  V.,  c.  95;  §  20  of  21  &  22  V.,  c.  108;  and 
g  16  of  34  &  35  v.,  c.  49,  Ir. 

*  Kevan  v.  Crawford,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  658. 
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which  that  fact  is  entered;  but  the  record  must  be  formally  drawn 
up,  and  proved  in  the  regular  way.'  So  a  judgment,  whether  inter- 
locutory or  final,  of  any  Division  of  the  Supreme  Court,  cannot  be 
proved  by  producing  the  minutes,  from  which  it  is  to  be  made  up, 
for,  until  it  is  actually  made  up,  the  judgment  is  no  record.^  So,  a 
verdict  cannot,  in  general,  be  proved  by  putting  in  the  Nisi  Prius 
record  with  the  postea  indorsed,  but  a  copy  of  the  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  it  must  be  produced;  for  it  may  be  that  the  judgment 
was  arrested,  or  that  a  new  trial  was  granted.'  If  the  record  itself 
be  produced  from  the  proper  custody,  it  seems  that  no  objection  can 
be  taken  to  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  not  yet  been  filed.* 


§  1571.  In  stating  that  the  fornial  record  must  generally  be  i  1408 
proved,  it  is  not  meant,  as  has  sometimes  been  imagined,^  that 
the  record  must  be  enrolled  at  full  length  on  parchment.  It  is 
true  that  in  the  superior  courts  this  practice  has  long  been  esta- 
blished, but  in  several  other  courts  a  more  simple,  or,  it  may 
be,  a  more  slovenly  method  of  making  up  records,  and  entering 
proceedings,  prevails.  Thus,' in  the  House  of  Lords  itself,  the 
minutes  of  a  judgment  on  the  Journals  constitute  the  judgment 
itself,  and  a  judgment  of  that  High  Court  may,  consequently,  be 
proved,  either  by  an  examined  copy  of  the  minute,"  or  by  pro- 
ducing a  copy  of  the  Journal  in  which  it  is  entered,  purporting  to 
be  printed  by  the  authorised  printer.'  So,  the  orders  of  Quarter 
Sessions  respecting  the  removal  of  paupers  may  be  proved  by  the 

1  E.  V.  Smith,  8  B.  &  C.  341;  Porter  v.  Cooper,  6  C.  &  P.  354;  Cooke  v. 
Maxwell,  2  Stark.  E.  183;  E.  v.  Thring,  5  C.  &  P.  507. 

2  Godefroy  v.  Jay,  3  C.  &  P.  192;  E.  v.  Bellamy,  Ey.  &  M.  171;  Lee  v. 
Meecock,  5  Esp.  177;  B.  N.  P.  228;  E.  v.  Birch,  3  Q.  B.  431,  per  Ld.  Denman; 
Ayrey  v.  Davenport,  2  N.  E.  474;  E.  v.  Eohinson,  1  Crawf.  &  D.,  C.  C.  329. 
See  Fisher  v.  Budding,  9  Dowl.  872. 

*  B.  N.  P.  234;  Pitton  v.  Walter,  1  Str.  162;  Lee  v.  Gansel,  1  Cowp.  3, 
per  Ld.  Mansiield;  Fitch  v.  Smallbrook,  T.  Eay.  32;  Fisher  v.  Kitchingman, 
Willes,  367;  Gillespie  v.  Cumming,  Long.  &  T.  181;  Jameson  v.  Leitch,  Milw. 
Ec.  Ir.  E.  688,  689;  Holt  v.  Miers,  9  C.  &  P.  196.  This  rule  seems  to  have 
been  relaxed  in  two  N.  P.  cases,  Foster  v.  Compton,  2  Stark.  E.  364;  and 
Garland  v.  Scoones,  2  Esp.  648.  Sed  qu.  See  post,  §  1573,  as  to  some  ex- 
ceptions to  the  rule. 

*  E.  V.  Shaw,  R.  &  E.  526.  ^  See  3  Bl.  Com.  24;  Co.  Lit'.  260  a. 

*  Jones  V.  Eandall,  1  Cowp.  17. 

'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  i  3,  cited  ante,  §  7. 
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paper  book,  in  which  the  proceedings  of  the  court  have  been 
entered  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  or  by  a  copy  of  it,  provided 
the  minutes  sufficiently  disclose  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
it  be  shown  that,  in  practice,  no  other  record  of  a  more  formal 
character  is  kept.'  If,  however,  this  last  fact  be  not  proved,  or  if 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  do  not  appear  in  the  minutes,  as,  for 
instance,  if  the  caption  be  omitted,  neither  the  book  nor  the  copy 
can  be  received,^ 


§  1572.  Again,  in  all  proceedings  civil  or  criminal  before  the  ?  1408 
Civil  Bill  Courts  in  Ireland,  the  entry  in  the  clerk  of  the  peace's 
book  of  a  decree  or  dismiss,  is  rendered  by  statute  conclusive 
evidence  of  such  a  judgment  having  been  pronounced,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  produce  the  decree  or  dismiss  signed  by  the  chair- 
man.' Again,  the  proceedings  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  may  be 
proved  by  the  minute  books  in  which  they  are  entered,  or  by  copies 
of  such  books,  if  it  be  shown  that  in  practice  they  are  never 
reduced  into  a  more  formal  shape;  *  and  the  same  rule  will  prevail 
with  respect  to  the  orders  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrates," 
and  to  the  judgments  and  other  proceedings  of  courts-baron,° 
sheriff's  courts,'  mayor's  courts,*  and  other  courts  of  inferior  juris- 
diction.^ Indeed,  with  respect  to  such  courts  of  inferior  juris- 
diction as  are  not  courts  of  record,  it  seems  that  their  judgments 
may  be  proved  by  the  officer  of  the  court,  or  any  other  competent 
person,  if  it  appear  that,  in  fact,  no  entry  of  them  has  b"een  made 
in  any  official  book.'"    Thus,  where  a  railway  Act,  after  empowering 


'  E.  V.  Yeoveley,  8  A.  &  E.  806.  The  orders  of  Justices  forming  a  high- 
way district,  are  provable  by  copies  certified  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  27  & 
28  v.,  c.  101,  §  12. 

'.  R.  V.  Ward,  6  C.  &  P.  366,  explained  in  E.  v.  Yeoveley,  8  A.  &  E.  818, 
819;  Giles  v.  Siney,  3  New  E.,  Q.  B.  78. 

'  27  &  28  v.,  c.  99,  §  57,  Ir. 

*  Houliston  V.  Smyth,  2  C.  &  P.  25;  E.  v.  Hains,  Comb.  337,  per  Ld.  Holt; 
Skin.  584,  S.  C. 

*  Lond.  School  Board  v.  Harvey,  L.  E.,  4  Q.  B.  D.  451;  48  L.  J.,  M.  C. 
131,  S.  C.  '=  Dawson  v.  Gregory,  7  Q.  B.  756. 

'  Arundell  v.  White,  14  East,  218—920. 
«  Fisher  v.  Lane,  2  W.  Bl.  834;   3  Wils.  297,  S.  C. 
'  E.  V.  Hains,  Comb.  337;   Skin.  584,  S.  C. 
«•  Dyson  v.  Wood,  3  B.  &  C.  449,  451. 
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owners  of  lands  to  claim  compensation  from  the  company,  the 
amount  in  case  of  dispute  to  be  settled  by  a  sheriff's  jury,  directed 
that  the  verdicts  and  judgments  thereon  should  be  deposited  with 
the  Clerk  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  among  the  records,  and  should 
be  deemed  records,  the  Court  held  that,  on  proof  of  non-compliance 
■with,  this  direction,  parol  evidence  of  such  a  verdict,  and  of  the 
grounds  on  which  it  proceeded,  might  be  given,  and  the  under- 
sheriff  was  called  for  this  purpose.' 

§  1573.  The  rule  requiring  the  record  or  judicial  entry  to  be  ?  1409 
formally  completed,  before  either  the  original  or  a  copy  can  be 
admitted  in  evidence,  is  subject,  as  it  would  seem,  to  three  excep- 
tions. First,  when  the  object  is  to  show  to  any  particular  court, 
that  some  trial  has  been  held  or  other  proceeding  has  occurred 
before  the  same  court  while  sitting  under  the  same  commission,  a 
minute  of  the  former  proceeding  will  be  admitted  in  lieu  of  the 
record,  because,  in  this  case,  the  formal  record  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  made  up.^  Secondly,  the  same  course  will 
be  allowed,  where,  in  consequence  of  some  ulterior  proceedings 
in  a  cause  having  been  taken,  the  record  cannot,  at  the  time  when 
the  evidence  is  required,  have  been  regularly  completed.  The 
case  of  E  v.  Browne^  will  illustrate  this  exception.  That  was 
an  indictment  for  perjury  on  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,  and  in  order  to 
prove  the  trial,  the  Nisi  Prius  record  was  tendered.  No  postea 
was  indorsed  upon  it,  bat  merely  a  minute  of  the  verdict  in  the 
hand-writing  of  the  assopiate.  An  objection  being  taken  to  this 
evidence,  the  court  admitted  it,  on  proof  by  the  associate  that  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  pending,  and  that  until  that  rule  was 
disposed  of,  the  postea  could  not  be  indorsed.  Perhaps,  however, 
it  was  unnecessary  to  prove  this  last  circumstance;  for,  thirdly, 
where  the  object  of  the  evidence  is  merely  to  establish  the  fact 
that  a  certain  judicial  proceeding  has  taken  place,  as,  for  instance. 


'  Manning  v.  E.  Cos.  Ey.  Co.,  12  M.  &  W.  2.37,  243,  249. 

^  R.  i>.  Tooke,  25  How.  St.  Tr.  446—449 ;  recognised  in  E.  v.  Smith,  8  B. 
&  C.  343 ;  E.  v.  Eobinson,  I  Crawf.  &  D.,  C.  C.  339  :  E.  v.  Eeilly,  Ir.  Cir.  R. 
795,  per  Doherty,  C.  J. 

'  3  C.  &  P.  572 ;  M.  &  M.  315,  S.  C.  In  the  last-named  report  the  fact 
that  a  new  trial  had  heen  moved  for  does  not  appear. 
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that  a  trial  has  been  had,  a  verdict  given,  or  a  writ  issued,  without 
regard  to  the  facts  disputed  at  the  trial,  found  by  the  jury,  or 
mentioned  in  the  writ,  and  irrespective  of  all  ulterior  proceedings 
in  the  cause,  it  has  been  held  that  the  record  need  not  be  formally 
drawn  up.'  Thus,  the  postea  indorsed  on  the  Nisi  Prius  record 
will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a  trial,  to  let  in  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  since  deceased,^  or,  perhaps,  to  support  an  indictment 
against  a  witness  for  perjury;^  and  where  the  fact  that  a  writ  has 
issued  is  mere  matter  of  inducement,  that  fact  may  be  proved  by 
producing  the  writ,  though  it  has  not  been  returned,  and  is,  con- 
sequently, not  a  record.*  So,  when  a  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  for  perjury  committed  by  him  on  a  trial 
held  at  the  same  court  some  six  months  before,  the  production 
by  the  officer  of  the  court  of  the  caption,  the  indictment  with  the 
indorsement  of  the  prisoners  plea,  the  verdict,  the  sentence,  and 
the  minutes  of  the  trial '  as  made  by  the  officer,  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  trial,  without  the  production  of  the  record, 
or  of  any  certificate  of  it,  either  under  §  18  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99, 
or  under  §  22  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  100.* 

§  1574.  In  proving  records,  it  is  sometimes  a  question  of  nicety  ?  141( 
to  determine  how  much  of  the  proceedings  must  be  given  in  evidence  : 
and  as  the  practice  in  this  respect  differs  widely  according  to  the 
object  for  which  the  evidence  is  tendered,  it  is  difficult  to  lay  down 
any  distinct  rule.  It  may,  however,  be  stated  broadly,  that  where 
the  object  is  merely  to  prove- the  existence  of  the  record  in  question, 
that  fact  may  be  established  by  producing  the  document  alone;  but 


1  B.  N.  P.  234  ;  Pitton  v.  "Walter,  1  Str.,162  ;  Fisher  v.  Kitchingipan,  Willes, 
367  ;  Barton  v.  Dupuy,  1  Mart.  N.  S.  442. 

2  Pitton  V.  Walter,  1  Str.  162. 

»  R.  V.  Browne,  3  C.  &  P.  572  ;  M.  &  M.  315,  S.  C. ;  E.  v.  Coppard,  M.  & 
M.  118.  See  R.  v.  Page,  2  Esp.  649,  n. ;  and  R.  v.  Gordon,  C.  &  Marsh.  410, 
in  which  case  it  was  held  by  Ld.  Denman,  that  an  allegation  in  an  indictment 
for  perjury  that  judgment  was  ''entered  up"  in  an  action,  was  proved  by 
producing  from  the  judgment  office  the  book  in  which  the  inscription  was 
entered.  But  see  R.  v.  Thring,  5  C.  &  P.  507  ;  and  R.  v.  Robinson,  1  Crawf. 
&  D.,  C.  329,  where  it  was  held  that,  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  a 
prosecution,  the  record  of  the  former  trial  must  be  made  up. 

*  B.  N.  P.  234. 

5  R.  V.  Newman,  2  Den.  390  ;  3C.  &  Kir.  240,  S.  C.     See  post,  §?  1612,  1613. 
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if  the  record  be  relied  upon  as  proof  of  certain  facts  stated  therein, 
or  adjudicated  thereby,  all  the  proceedings  which  are  necessary, 
either  to  render  valid,  or  to  explain,  the  particular  document,  must, 
in  general,  be  put  in  evidence.  For  instance,  if  a  decree  in 
Chancery  is  oflfered,  merely  to  prove  that  it  was  in  fact  made,  here, 
as  in  the  case  of  verdicts,'  no  proof  of  any  other  proceeding  is 
required;^  but  if  a  party  intends  to  avail  himself  of  a  decree,  as  an 
adjudication  upon  the  subject-matter,  and  not  merely  to  prove  col- 
laterally that  the  decree  was  made,  he  must  generally  prove,  not 
only  the  decree,  but  the  pleadings  upon  which  it  was  founded; 
because,  without  such  proof,  it  may  be  impossible  to  understand 
the  decree,  or  to  ascertain  with  certainty  what  disputed  questions 
have  been  decided  by  it.'  Wjiere  the  pleadings  are  fully  recited  in 
the  decree,  this  reasoning  does  not  apply;  and,  consequently,  it  has 
more  than  once  been  held  that,  in  that  case,  the  production  of  the 
decree  alone  will  be  sufficient*  On  one  occasion  it  was  strenuously 
contended,  that  the  depositions  referred  to  in  a  decree  must  also  be 
read  as  a  part  of  the  record;  but  the  court  ruled  otherwise,  observ- 
ing, that  it  is  from  the  pleadings  only  that  the  questions'  in  dispute 
are  collected,  and  that  the  sole  object  of  referring  to  the  deposi- 
tions, is  to  bring  the  same  facts  before  a  court  of  appeal,  if 
necessary.^ 

§  1575.  Again,  a  judgment  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  cannot  be    I  1411 
made  evidence  without  producing  the  libel  and    answer  and  the 
defensive  allegations;*  and  on    the  same  principle,  if  an   appeal 
from  such  judgment  has  been   heard,  the  decree  of  the  court  of 


1  Ante,  §  1573. 

2  Jones  V.  Randall,  1  Cowp.  18;  B.  N.  P.  235;  Blower  v.  HoUis,  1  C.  &  M. 
393;  3  Tyr.  356,  S.  C,  where  it  was  held,  that  an  order  for  an  attachment  for 
not  paying  costs  of  an  equity  suit,  was  alone  prim&  facie  evidence  that  a  suit 
had  been  pending. 

'  Blower  v.  Hollis,  1  C.  &  M.  396,  per  Bayley,  B. ;  Leake  v.  M.  of  Westmeath, 
2  M.  &  Bob.  397,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Attwood  v.  Taylor,  1  M.  &  Gr.  289,  290, 
per  Ld.  Abinger. 

*  Wheeler?).  Lowth,  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Ev.  C.  1;  "Wharton  Peer.,  12  CI.  &  Fin. 
301,  302. 

5  Laybourn  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  &  W.  326,-328;  8  C.  &  P.  397,  403—406. 

"Leake  v.  M.  of  Westmeath,  2  M.  &  Rob.  394,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  This  case 
virtually  overrules  Stedman  v.  Gooch,  1  Esp.  6,  8. 
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appeal  cannot  be  admitted,  without  proving  that  court  to  have  been 
duly  in  possession  of  the  suit,  by  producing  the  process  of  appeal, 
that  is,  the  transcript  of  the  proceedings  sent  from  the  court 
below.'  The  same  rules  apply  to  sentences  in  the  Admiralty 
Division  of  the  High  Court,  and  to  judgments  in  courts-baron 
and  other  inferior  courts.^  Whether  an  adjudication  by  the  late 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  for  the  discharge  of  a  prisoner,  could  be 
received  as  evidence  of  his  insolvency,  without  putting  in  his 
petition  and  schedule,  is  a  question  on  which  the  authorities 
differ;'  though,  on  strict  principle,  such  evidence  would  seem  to 
be  inadmissible. 


§  1576.  Depositions  in  Chancery,  taken  under  the  old  system,  I  1413 
cannot  in  general  be  read,  without  proof  of  the  bill  and  answer,  in 
order  to  show  that  a  cause,  was  depending,  as  well  as  who  were  the 
parties,  and  what  was  the  subject-matter  in  issue;  for,  if  no  cause 
were  depending,  the  depositions  are  but  voluntary  affidavits;  and 
if  there  w§re  one,  the  depositions  cannot  be  read,  unless  the  cause 
was  against  the  same  parties  or  those  claiming  in  privity  with 
them.*  Still,  the  bill  and  answer,  by  being  so  put  in,  do  not 
become  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  opposite 
counsel  has  consequently  no  right  to  read  or  refer  to  them  in  his 
address;  for  the  judge  only  is  to  look  at  them,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  the  depositions  are  evidence,  by  seeing  what 
was  in  issue  in  the  suit.'  Moreover,  no  proof  of  the  bill  or  answer 
is  necessary,  where  the  deposition  is  used  against  the  deponent  as 
his  own  admission,  or  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  as  a 
witness.  ° 


'  Leake  v.  M.  of  Westmeath,  2  M.  &  Eob.  394,  per  Tlndal,  C.  J. 

'  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Ev.  C.   1. 

'  In  M'Keew.  Farnam,  1  Crawf.  &  D.,  C.  C.  209,  Torrens,  J.,  rejected  the 
adjudication;  but  in  Brennan  v.  Dillane,  Jr.  Cir.  R.  853,  Ball,  J.,  admitted 
that  document  without  the  petition,  though  he  required  the  production  of  the 
schedule.  This  last  decision  is  said  to  have  been  followed  by  Jackson,  J.,  in 
a  later  case,  id. 

'  Laybourn  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  &  W.  326,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Blower  v.  Hollis.  1 
C.  &  M.  399,  Maule,  argu.;  2  Ph.  Ev.  149;  B.  N.  P.  240;  Nightingal  v. 
Devisme,  5  Burr.  2594.  ">  Chappell  v.  Purday,  14  M.  &  W.  303. 

0  Highfield  v.  Peake,  M.  &  M.  109. 
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§  1577.  Where  a  party  relies  upon  depositions  taken  prior  to  ^  1414 
1852  in  England,'  or  1867  in  Ireland,^  he  must  read  the  interro- 
gatories as  well  as  the  answers,  unless  he  can  prove  that  the  former 
are  lost  or  destroyed,*  and  it  seems  that  he  must  also  read  as  part 
of  his  case  the  whole  deposition,  including  the  cross-interroga- 
tories and  answers  thereto.*  Depositions  taken  since  those  dates, 
whether  under  the  present  *  or  the  proceeding  system,  are  not  open 
to  these  niceties ;  *  for  the  oral  examinations  of  the  witness  is  "  taken 
down  in  writing  by  or  in  the  presence  of  the  examiner,  not  ordi- 
narily by  question  and  answer,  but  so  as  to  represent  as  nearly 
as  may  be. the  statement  of  the  witness."  '  The  party,  however, 
who  seeks  to  put  these  depositions  in  evidence,  must  remember 
that  they  ought, — except  under  special  circumstances,' — to  be 
written  by  or  in  the  presence  of  the  examiner,  and  further,  that 
they  must  be  authenticated  by  his  signature,  and  must  also  be 
transmitted  by  him  to  the  Central  Office,  to  be  there  tiled.'  Proof, 
therefore,  must  be  forthcoming  that  these  regulations  have  been 
complied  with,  if  the  admissibility  of  the  dispositions  be  disputed; 
but  the  original  documents  need  not  be  produced,  for  it  will  suffice 
to  put  in  evidence  either  examined  copies  of  them,'"  or  copies 
certified  as  true  copies  by  the  officer  to  whose  custody  the  originals 
are  intrusted." 


§  1578.  Depositions  taken  under  special  commissions  cannot,  in    ?  141.5 

'  When  15  &  16  V.,  c.  86,  passed.     ''  "When  30  &  31  T.,  c.  44,  Ir.,  passe*. 

^  Eowe  V.  Erenton,  8  E.  &  C.  765. 

*  Temperley  v.  Scott,  5  C.  &  P.  341,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

5  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  5,  cited  ante,  §  506. 

"  Fleet  V.  Perrins,  3  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.   536;  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  233;  &  9  B.  & 
■S.  575,  S.  C. 

'  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  12,  of  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883.     The  Irish  Act  adds  the 
words,  "  and  in  the  first  person."     See  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44,  ?  99,  Ir. 
_  "  Bolton  V.  Bolton,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  D.  217,  per  Hall,  V.-C:  Stobart  d.  Todd. 
23  L.  J.,  Ch.  956,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C;  Cooper  v.  Macdonald,  36  L.  J.,  Ch. 
304,  per  Ld.  Romilly,  M.  R. 

"  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  16;  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44,  ?  102,  Ir.     In  Ireland  the  deposi- 
tion must  be  sent  to  the  "  office  of  the  Clerk  of  Affidavits."     Id. 

i»  Fleet  V.  Perrins,  3  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  536;  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  233;  &  9  B.  & 
S.  575,  S.  C. 

"  30  &  31  v.,  c.  44,  ?  102,  Jr.;  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99,  §  14,  cited  post,  ?  1599f 
Reeve  v.  Hodson,  10  Hare,  App.  xix.,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 
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general,  be  read  without  proof  of  the  commission  and  return.  Nay, 
it  has  more  than  once  been  contended  that  it  is  necessary  in  these 
cases  to  go  further,  and  to  put  in  the  order,  the  pleadings,  or  the 
other  judicial  proceedings,  upon  which  the  commission  has  been 
founded.  Lord  EUenborough,  however,  on  one  occasion  expressed 
a  contra;"y  opinion  at  Nisi  Prius ; '  and  Chief  Baron  Pollock  more 
recently  is  said  to  have  held,  that  the  commission  must  be  taken 
prima  facie  to  have  issued  regularly,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
production  of  the  order  was  not  requisite.'  This  ruling,  which 
is  certainly  convenient,  has  moreover  been  partially  sanctioned, 
though  not  distinctly  recognised,  by  the  old  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.' 


§  1579.  Doubts  have  also  been  entertained  respecting  the  legal  §  1316 
mode  of  transmitting  the  depositions,  &c.,  to  the  courts,  and  it 
has  not  yet  been  fully  determined  whether  the  commissioners 
may  avail  themselves  of  the  Post-oifice,  or  whether  the  documents 
must  be  sent  by  a  special  messenger.*  In  one  case  the  commis- 
sion was  sent  by  post,  addressed  to  certain  commissioners  in 
Newfoundland.  After  a  few  months  a  sealed  packet  was  brought 
to  the  Masters's  office  by  a  person  unknown,  and  was  found  to 
contain  the  commission,  the  return  to  it,  and  the  examinations  of 
the  witnesses,  signed  by  the  persons  named  as  commissioners. 
The  handwriting  of  the  commissioners  being  proved,  as  also  the 
fact  that  they  were  living  at  Newfoundland,  the  court  held  that 
sufficient  evidence  had  been  given  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 
return." 

§  1580.  Subject  to  the  observations  contained  in  the  two  fore-    §  1417 
going  sections,  examinations  or  depositions  taken  by  virtue  of  the 
English  Act,  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  or  the  Irish  Act,  3  &  4  V.,  c.    105,  or 
more  recently,  under  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,"  may 

'  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  85.      As  to  examinations  under  writs  of  man- 
damus, see  ante,  H  500 — 505,  1563. 
2  Entwistle  v.  Dent,  cited  arguendo  in  11  Q.  B.  1002. 
»  Greville  v.  Stuiz,  11  Q.  B.  997,  1004—1006. 
*  See  Cox  v.  Newman,  2  Ves.  &  B.  168,  170. 
'  Simms  v.  Henderson,  11  Q.  B.  1015. 
»  Ord.  XXXVII.,  R.  5,  et  seq. 
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be  read  in  evidence,  saving  all  just  exceptions,  if  thejrpurport  to  be 
certified  under  the  hand  of  the  commissioner,  examiner,  or  other 
person  taking  the  same,'  and  if  it  further  appears  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judge,  either  that  the  examinant  or  deponent  is  dead,  or 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  unable  from  sickness  or 
other  infirmity  to  attend  the  hearing  or  trial,  or, — where  the 
depositions  have  been  taken  under  the  new  Rules, — that  the  judge 
ordering  the  examinations  has  given  some  special  directions  with 
respect  to  their  admissibility.^ 


§  1581.  The  mode  of  proving  the  examination  of  prisoners,  and   ?  1418- 
the  informations  or  depositions  of  witnesses,  which  have  respec- 
tively been  taken  by  justices  or  coroners,  in  criminal  cases,  has 
already  been  explained  in  preyious  parts  of  this  work.' 

§  1582.*  The  return  to  inquisitions  post  mortem,  and  other  ^  1419 j 
inquisitions,  surveys,  extents,  and  the  like,  cannot  strictly^  be 
proved,  without  reading  the  commissions  on  which  they  depend;^' 
unless  in  cases  of  general  concernmenf ,  when  the  commission  will 
be  regarded  as  a  thing  of  such  public  notoriety  as  not  to  require- 
proof.' 

§  1588.  To  prove  an  award,  it  is  not  only  necessary  to  produce   ?•  lasOf 
and  prove  the  due  execution  of  that  instrument,  but  the  submissilon 
to  reference  must  also  be  proved;  for  otherwise  the  authority  oV 
the  arbitrator  to  decide  the  question  between  the  parties  does  not. 
appear.'     If  the  submission  be  by  a  written  agreement,  its  execu- 
tion by  all  the  parties,  including  the  party  relying  upon  it,  must  be- 


>  8  cSc  9  v.,  c.  113,  ?  1,  cited  ante,  ?  7. 

'  Ord-  XXXVII.,  RR.  5,  18,  cited  ante,  ?  506. 

'  As  to  examinations,  ante,  ?§  888 — 901;  as  to  depositions,  ante,  ?§  479 — 
494.  *  Gt.  Ev.  ^  515,  in  part. 

*  As  to  when  this  rule  will  he  relaxed,  see  post,  ?  1585. 

«  Evans   v.  Taylor,  7  A.  &  E.  617;  3  N.  &   P.  174,  S.  C;   B.  N.  P.  228; 
Newburgh  v.  Newburgh,  3  Br.  P.  C.  553;  Hub.  Ev.  of  Sue.  589,  590. 

'  Sir  Hugh  Smithson's  case,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke,  cited  B.  N.  P.  228,  229. 

»  Ferrer  v.  Oven,  7  B.  &  C.  427;   1  M.  &  R.  222,  S.  C;   Antram  v.  Chace, 
15  East,  209;  Brazier  ?;.  Jones,  8  B.  &  C.  124. 
6  LAW  OF  EVID. — V.  IV.  (4215) 
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strictly  proved;'  and  that,  too,  though  it  has  been  made  a  rule  of 
court,  pursuant  to  one  of  its  terras;^  but  if  the  arbitrator  has  been 
appointed  by  any  rule  of  court,  judge's  order,  or  order  of  Nisi 
Prius,  in  any  action,^  then,  on  proving  the  award,  and  producing 
the  rule  or  order  of  reference,  a  sufficient  prima  facie  case  will  be 
made  out;  and  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  show,  by  producing  the 
record  in  the  original  action,  or  otherwise,  what  specific  matters 
were  actually  referred.*  If  the  submission  contain  a  power  to 
appoint  an  umpire,  or  to  enlarge  the  time  for  making  the  award, 
and  such  power  be  acted  upon,  proof  must  be  given  of  the  instru- 
ment by  which  the  umpire  was  appointed,  or  the  time  enlarged; 
and  a  mere  recital  in  the  award  will  not  be  evidence  of  these 
facts;*  neither  can  the  appointment  be  proved  by  showing  that  the 
umpire  had  undertaken  the  duties  belonging  to  his  office,  and  had 
actually  signed  the  award.°  As  the  executing  an  award  is  a 
judicial  act,  proof  should  be  given  in  all  cases  where  more  than 
one  arbitrator  is  appointed,  that  the  signing  by  the  joint 
arbitrators  took  place  in  the  presence  of  each  other;'  or  if, 
under  the  terms  of  reference,  the  award  is  to  be  good  although  it 
be  executed  by  a  less  number  than  all  the  arbitrators,  still  it  must 
be  shown  that  the  arbitrator,  who  has  not  signed  the  instrument, 
has  had  notice  to  attend  the  execution,  and  has  omitted  or  refused 
to  do  BO.* 


§  1584.  In  the  case  of   awards  by  public  officers,  a  less  rigid    §  1421 
amount  of  proof  will  sometimes  be  deemed   sufficient,  and  in  the 
absence   of  evidence  of    any  subsequent  usage  inconsistent  with 
the  award,  the  maxim,  omnia  prsesumuntur  rite  esse  acta,  will  be 
held  to  apply.^     Thus,  where  commissioners,  named  in  an  Inclo- 

'  Cases  cited  in  last  note.  ^  Berney  v.  Eead,  7  Q.  B.  79. 

»  3  &  4  W.  4,  0.  42,  ^  39;  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105,  |  63,  Ir. 

*  Gisborne  v.  Hart,  5  M.  &  W.  50;  recognised  in  Dresser  v.  Stansfleld,  14 
M.  &  W.  828,  per  Parke,  B. 

*  Still  V.  Halford,  4  Camp.  19,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Davis  v.  Vass,  15 
East,  97.  «  Still  v.  Halford,  4  Camp.  19. 

'  StalwoTth  V.  Inns,  13  M.  &  W.  466;  Wright  v.  Graham,  3  Ex.  R.  131; 
Eads  V.  Williams,  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  674;  Lord  v.  Lord,  5  E.  &  B.  404. 

8  White  V.  Sharp,  12  M.  &  W.  712;  Wright  v.  Graham,  3  Ex.  E.  134,  per 
Parke,  B.;  In  re  Beck  &  Jackson,  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  695. 

»  E.  V.  Haslingfield,  2   M.  &  Sel.  558:  Dae  v.  Gore,  2  M.  &  W.  321;  Doe  v. 
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sure  Act,  and  authorised  thereby  to  stop  up  roads,  provided  two 
justices  made  an  order  to  that  effect,  published  their  aveard,  which 
recited  snch  order,  and  by  which  they  stopped  up  a  certain  public 
footpath,  it  was  held,  that  this  recital  was  suf^cient  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  valid  order,  on  proof  of  an  ineffectual  search  for  the 
instrument  itself,  and  that  the  award  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
rightly  made,  unless  some  proof  of  enjoyment  inconsistent  with 
it  could  be  given.'  The  principle  of  this  case  has  been  carried 
much  further  by  the  Legislature;  for  awards  made  and  confirmed 
by  commissioners  under  many  General  Inclosure  Acts  of  the  present 
reign,^  are  rendered  conclusive  evidence  of  a  compliance  with 
those  Acts,  and  of  all  necessary  notices  and  consents;  and  every- 
thing specified  in  such  awards  is  binding  and  conclusive  on  all 
persons.' 


§  1585.  In  proving  ancient  records,  the  strict  rules  of  evidence  J  1433' 
are  sometimes  relaxed.  Thus,  a  document,  purporting  by  its 
contents  to  be  an  exemplification  of  a  commission  issued  by  Queen 
Elizabeth,  and  produced  from  the  proper  place  of  deposit,  has 
been  allowed  to  be  read,  without  any  evidence  of  its  being  a  true 
copy,  though  no  seal  was  affixed  to  it,  and  the  state  of  the  parch- 
ment was  such  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  say  whether  the  Great 
Seal  had  ever  been  appended.*  So,  ancient  depositions  may  be  read 
without  putting  in  the  interrogatories,^  or  the  bills  and  answers  to 
which  they  relate,^  or  the  commissions  under  which  they  were 
taken,'  if  it  be  proved  that  search  has  been  made  for  these  docu- 
ments, and  that  they  cannot  be  found;  and  on  the  like  proof, 
answers  may,  it  seems,  be  received  in  evidence,  though  the  bills 

Mostyn,   12  Com.   E.  268;  Heysham  v.   Forster,  5  M.  &  E.  277.     As  to  when 
such  awards  may  be  proved  by  certified  copies,  see  post,  §  1607. 

'  Manning  v.  East.  Cos.  Ey.  Co.,  12M.  &  "W.  237;  Williams  w.  Eyton,  27  L. 
J.,  Ex.  176;  2  H.  &  N.  771,  S.  C;  4  H.  &  N.  357,  S.  C.  in  Ex.  Ch. 

2  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  115;  3  &  4  V.,  c.  31;  8  &  9  V.,  c.  118;  9  &  lO  V.,  c.  70:  10 
&11  v.,  clll;  11&12  v.,  c.  99. 

2  See  3  &  4  V.,  c.  31,  |  1;  and  8  &  9  V.,  c.  118,  ??  104,  105,  157.     See  17  & 
18  v.,  c.  104,  ?  173,  as  to  submissions  to,  and  awards  by.  Shipping  Masters. 

*  May.  of  Beverly  v.  Craven,  2  M.  &  Eob.  140,  per  Alderson,  B. 

5  Eowe  V.  Brenton,  8  B.  &  C.  765. 

^  Byam  v.  Booth,  2  Price,  234,  n. 

'  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  85,  per  Ld.  Ellenborongh. 
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be  not  forthcoming.  So,  ancient  extent,  surveys,  or  returns  to 
inquisitions,  which  came  from  the  proper  custody,  and  which 
bore  internal  evidence  of  having  been  taken  under  due  authority, 
have  sometimes  been  admitted,  especially  when  they  were  tendered 
as  evidence  of  reputation,  though  the  commissions  on  which  their 
legality  depended  could  not  be  found.'  Where,  however,  such 
documents  contain  no  internal  evidence  of  authenticity,  they  cannot 
be  read,  unless  the  commissions  be  produced  from  the  proper  de- 
pository;^ neither  can  they  then,  if  their  appears  to  have  been  any 
excess  of  authority,  or  any  other  irregularity  in  the  proceedings, 
sufficiently  serious  to  render  them  not  only  voidable  but  void.' 
Whether  a  record  be  ancient  or  modern,  it  is  of  course  allowable, 
after  proof  of  its  loss  or  destruction,  to  show  its  contents,  as  in  the 
case  of  any  other  document,  by  secondary  evidence.* 

§  1586.  Before  leaving  the  subject  of  Judicial  proceedings,  it  is  ?  1424 
necessary  to  advert  to  certain  documents,  which,  though  emanating 
from  courts  of  justice,  are  not  strictly  records,  or  such  proceedings, 
as,  for  the  most  part,  are  capable  of  being  primarily  proved  by 
means  of  copies.  First,  Tvrits  of  execution  and  warrants  of  com- 
mitment, until  they  are  returned,  must  be  proved  by  actual  produc- 
tion, though,  after  their  return,  they  become  matters  of  record,  and 
are,  consequently,  provable  by  copies."  With  respect  to  writs  of 
summons  under  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  these  may  be 
proved  by  the  production,  either  of  the  originals,  or  of  the  copies 
filed  by  the  officer  of  the  court  under  Ord.  V.  BE.  12  &  13,  or,  if 
the  originals  be  lost,  by  copies  authenticated  by  the  court  or  a 


1  Rowe  V.  BreBton,  8  B.  &  C.  747—750;  3  M.  &  R.  133,  S.  C. ;  Doe  v.  Roberts, 
13  M.  &  W.  520,  531,  533;  Vicar  of  KelliDgton  v.  Trinity  College,  1  Wils.  170; 
Alcock  ?i.  Cook,  cited  2  Ph.  Ev.  149,  n.  1 ;  Anderston  v.  Magawley,  3  Br.  P.  C. 
588;  Gabbett  v.  Clancy,  8  Ir.  Law  E.  299. 

'  Evans  v.  Taylor,  7  A.  &  E.  617;  3  N.  &  P.  174,  S.  C.  See  D.  of  Beaufort  r. 
Smith,  4  Ex.  R.  450;  Freeman  v.  Read,  4  B.  &  S.  174. 

"  Vaux  Barony,  Min.  Ev.  67;  Powis  Barony,  cited  Cruise,  Dign.,  c.  6,  §  60; 
Leighton  v.  Leighton,  1  Str.  308;  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Succ.  590. 

*  Ante,  428,  et  seq. 

^  B.  N.  P.  234.  If  the  writ  is  the  gist  of  the  action  it  must  be  returned, 
id.  As  to  inhibitions,  citations,  monitions,  &c.,  arising  out  of  appeals  to  the 
Privy  Coun.  from  decisions  of  the  Admi.  or  Eccl.  Cts.,  see  6  &  7  V.,  c.  38, 
2  9. 
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judge,'  and  anyone  of  these  documents  -will  furnish  proper  evidence 
of  the  institution  of  the  action,  to  which  they  relate.^  When  writs 
of  summons  or  writs  of  execution  have  been  renewed  under  the 
Eules  of  the  Supreme  Court,'  the  fact  of  renewal  may  be  proved 
by  the  production  of  the  respective  writs,  provided  they  purport  to 
be  marked  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  showing  them  to  have  been 
duly  renewed.*  The  renewal  of  a  writ  of  execution  may  also  be 
proved  by  a  written  notice  to  the  sheriff  signed  by  the  party  or  his 
solicitor,  and  bearing  the  seal  of  the  court,  with  the  day,  month 
and  year  of  renewal,  impressed  thereon.^  Next,  a  certificate  of  a 
judge,  if  not  indorsed  on  a  record,  cannot,  it  seems,  be  proved  by  a 
copy,  but  the  original  must  be  produced,  when  the  courts  will 
judicially  notice  the  signature,  if  it  purport  to  be  that  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  of  one  of  the  old  equity  or 
common-law  judges  of  the  Superior  Courts  at  Westminster.^  But 
a  judge's  I  order  in  any  cause  or  matter  may  now  be  proved  and 
enforced  as  a  judgment  to  the  same  effect.'  The  pleadings  , in  an 
action  may  be  proved  either  by  producing  the  originals,  or  by 
means  of  the  copies  filed  with  the  officer  of  the  court,  under 
Ord.  XLI.,  E.  1.' 


*  Ord.  VIII.,  R.  3,  is  as  follows  : — "Where  a  writ,  of  which  the  production 
is  necessary,  has  been  lost,  the  court  or  a  judge,  upon  being  satisfied  of  the 
loss,  and  of  the  correctness  of  a  copy  thereot,  may  order  that  such  copy  shall 
be  sealed  and  served  in  lieu  of  the  original  writ." 

^E.  V.  Scott,  L.  Q.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  415  ;  46  L.  J.,  M.  C.  259  ;  13  Cox,  594,  S.  C. 
»  Ord.  VIII.,  E.  I ;  Ord.  LXII.,  E.  20. 

*  Ord.  VIII.,  R.  2,  is  in  these  words: — "  The  production  of  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons, purporting  to  be  marked  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  showing  the  same 
to  have  been  renewed  in  manner  aforesaid,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  its 
having  been  so  renewed,  and  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  as  of  the 
first  date  of  such  renewed  writ  for  all  purposes."  Ord.  XLII.,  E.  21,  is  as 
follows: — "The  production  of  a  writ  of  execution,  or  of  the  notice  renewing 
the  same,  purporting  to  be  marked  with  such  seal  as  in  the  last  preceding 
rule  mentioned,  showing  the  same  to  have  been  renewed,  shall  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  its  having  been  so  renewed."  The  Irish  Act  16  &  17  V.,  c.  113, 
contains  in  ??  30  &  142,  similar  provisions. 

5  Ord.  LXII.,  RE.  20,  21. 
«  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  I  2,  cited  ante,  §  7. 
'  Ord.  XLII.,  R.  24. 

«  R.  ...  Scott,  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  415  ;  46  L.  J.,  M.  C.  259,  S.  C.  See,  also, 
Ord.  XXXVI.,  R.  30. 
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§  1586a.  Questions  of  nicety  often  used  to-crop  up  in  the  High 
Court  respecting  the  service  of.  proceedings  therein,  and  the  mode 
of  proving  such  service.  The  Rules  of  1883  attempt  to  grapple 
with  this  evil,  but  it  remains  to  be  discovered  by  actual  practice 
whether  or  not  they  have  much  simplified  matters.  The  most  im- 
portant Rules  on  this  subject  are  as  follows: — First,  Order  LXIV., 
R.  11.  "  Service  of  pleadings,  notices,  summonses,  orders,  rules,  and 
other  proceedings,  shall  be  effected  before  the  hour  of  six  in  the 
afternoon,  except  on  Saturdays,  when  it  shall  be  effected  before  the 
hour  of  two  in  the  afternoon.  Service  effected  after  six  in  the 
afternoon  on  any  week-day  except  Saturday,  shall,  for  the  purpose 
of  computing  any  period  of  time  subsequent  to  such  service,  be 
deemed  to  have  been  affected  on  the  following  day.  Service  effected 
after  two  in  the  afternoon  on  Saturday  shall,  for  the  like  purpose, 
be  deemed  to  have  been  effected  on  the  following  Monday." 

R.  12.  "  In  any  case  in  which  any  particular  number  of  days,  not 
expressed  to  be  clear  days,  is  prescribed  by  these  Rules,  the  same 
shall  be  reckoned  exclusively  of  the  first  day  and  inclusively  of  the 
last  day." 

Next,  Order  LXVIL,  R.  1.  "  Except  in  the  case  of  an  order  for 
attachment,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  the  regular  service  of  an 
order  that  the  original  order  be  shown  if  an  office  copy  of  it  be 
exhibited." 

R.  2.  "All  writs,  notices,  pleadings,  orders,  summonses,  warrants, 
and  other  documents,  proceedings,  and  written  communications,  in 
respect  of  which  personal  service  is  not  requisite,  shall  be  sufficiently 
served  if  left  within  the  prescribed  hours,'  at  the  address  for  service 
or  the  person  to  be  served  as  defined  by  Orders  IV.  and  XII.,  with 
any  person  resident  at  or  belonging  to  such  place." 

R.  3.  "  Notices  sent  from  any  office  of  the  Supreme  Court  may  he 
sent  hy  post;  and  the  time  at  which  the  notice  so  posted  would 
be  delivered  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post  shfell  be  considered 
as  the  time  of  service  thereof,  and  the  posting  thereof  shall  be  a 
sufficient  service." 

R.  4.  "  Where  no  appearance  has  been  entered  for  a  party,  or 
where  a  party  or  his  solicitor,  as  the  case  may  be,  has  omitted  to 


See  K.  11,  cited  above. 
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give  an  address  for  service  as  required  by  Orders  IV.  and  XII.,  all 
writs,  notices,  pleadings,  orders,  summonses,  warrants,  and  other 
documents,  proceedings,  and  written  communications,  in  respect  of 
which  persona]  service  is  not  requisite,  may  be  served  by  filing  them 
with  the  propel'  officer." 

E.  5.  "  When  personal  service  of  any  writ,  notice,  pleading,  order, 
summons,  warrant,  or  other  document,  proceeding,  or  written  com- 
munication is  required  by  these  Rules  or  otherwise,  the  service 
shall  be  effected  as  nearly  as  may  be  in  the  manner  prescribed  for 
the  personal  service  of  a  writ  of  summons." 

E.  6.  "  Where  personal  service  of  any  writ,  notice,  pleading, 
summons,  order,  warrant,  or  other  document,  proceeding,  or 
written  communication  is  required  by  these  Eules  or  otherwise, 
and  it  is  made  to  appear  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge  that  prompt 
personal  service  cannot  be  effected,  the  Court  or  Judge  may  make 
such  order  for  substituted  or  other  service,^  or  for  the  substitution 
of  notice  for  service  by  letter,  public  advertisement,  or  otherwise, 
as  naay  be  just." 

E.  7.  '  Where  a  party  after  having  sued  or  appeared  in  person  has 
given  notice  in  writing  to  the  opposite  party  or  his  solicitor,  through 
a  solicitor,  that  such  solicitor  is  authorised  to  act  in  the  cause  or 
matter  on  his  behalf,  all  writs,  notices,  pleadings,  summonses, 
orders,  warrants,  and  other  documents,  proceedings,  and  written 
communications,  which  ought  to  be  delivered  to  or  served  upon  the 
party  on  whose  behalf  the  notice  is  given,  shall  thereafter  be 
delivered  to  or  served  upon  such  solicitor." 

E.  8  "  Where  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  appears  in  any  proceed- 
ing either  before  the  Court  or  in  Chambers,  service  upon  the 
solicitor  in  London  by  whom  such  person  appears,  whether  such 
solicitor  act  as  principal  or  agent,  shall  be  deemed  good  service 
except  in  matters  requiring  personal  service." 

E.  9.  "  Affidavits  of  service  shall  state  when,  where,  and  how, 
and  by  whom,  such  service  was  effected." 

Lastly,  Order  X.,  E.  1.  "Every  application  to  the  Court  or  a 
Judge  for  an  order  for  substituted  or  other  service,  or  for  the  sub- 


'  See  Ord.  X.,  cited  below. 
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stitution  of  notice  for  service,  shall  be  supported  by  an  affidavit 
setting  forth  the  grounds  upon  which  the  application  ia  made." 


§  1586b.  The  service  of  process  in  the  County  Courts  used 
originally  to  be  proved  either  by  the  oath  of  the  officer,  or,  if  the 
service  w&a  effected  in  a  foreign  district,  by  affidavit; '  but  as  these 
modes,  of  proof  were  found  to  be  inconvenient,  a  more  simple  plan 
was  adopted  in  1875,  the  County  Court  Act  of  that  year  enacting, 
in  substance,  that,  where  any  summons  or  process  of  the  Court  is 
served  by  a  bailiff,  the  service  may  be  proved  by  indorsement  on  a 
copy  of  such  document  under  the  bailiff's  hand,  showing  the  fact 
and  mode  of  such  service;  and  any  bailiff  wilfully  and  corruptly 
indorsing  any  false  statement  on  such  copy  shall  incur  the  same 
penalties  as  if  he  had  committed  perjury.^ 


§  1586o.  The  proof  of  the  service  of  process  in  Courts  of  sum- 
mary jurisdiction  is  now  simplified  to  a  certain  extent  by  §  41  of 
the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act,  1879;'  and  as  that  enactment  has 
a  very  wide  operation,  it  may  be  thought  desirable  to  set  it  out  at 
length.  It  is  in  these  words: — "In  a  proceeding  within  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction,  without  prejudice  to  any 
other  mode  of  proof,  service  on  a  person  of  any  summons,  notice, 
process,  or  document  required  or  authorised  to  be  served,  and  the 
handwriting  and  seal  of  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  officer  or 
person  on  any  warrant,  summons,  notice,  process,  or  document, 
may  be  proved  by  a  solemn  declaration  taken  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  or  before  a  commissioner  to  administer  oaths  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Judicature,  or  before  a  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  a  registrar 
of  a  county  court;  and  any  declaration  purporting  to  be  so  taken 
shall,  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  be  sufficient  proof  of  the  state- 
ments contained  therein,  and  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  any 
court  or  legal  proceeding,  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  of  the 


'  9  &  10  v.,  c.  95,  §  62;  repd.  by  38  &  39  V.,  c.  50,  §  12,  Sch.  C. 

2  38  &  39  v.,  c.  50,  ?  3. 

'  42  &  43  v.,  c.  49.  See,  also,  44  &  45  V.,  c.  24,  §  4,  subs.  1,  extending 
the  operation  of  the  sect,  cited  above  to  "the  proof  of  English  process  executed 
in  Scotland,  and  Scotch  process  executed  in  England. 
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official  character  of  the  person  or  persons  taking  or  signing  the 
same."  The  fee  for  taking  any  such  declaration  cannot  exceed  one 
shilling,  the  declaration  may  be  in  a  form  provided  by  rule,  and  any 
person  wilfully  making  a  false  declaration  in  any  material  particular 
"  shall  be  guilty  "  of  perjury.' 

§  1587.  With  respect  to  the  Kules  and  Orders  of  the  Supreme  i  1425  . 
Court,  the  Eules  of  the  old  superior  Common-law  Courts,  and  the 
Orders  of  the  old  Court  of  Chancery,  these  may  severally  be  proved 
in  any  court  by  the  production  of  office  copies,  for  such  copies  are 
given  out  by  the  officer  in  the  usual  course  of  his  business.^ 
Probably,  however,  it  will  never  in  practice  be  necessary  to  have 
recourse  to  this  mode  of  proof,  but  advocates  and  suitors  will  be 
content  to  rely  on  the  authenticity  of  apy  copy,  which  purports  to 
be  printed  by  an  authorised  printer,  or  to  be  published  as  a  portion 
of  the  authorised  reports.  Some  doubt  exists  as  to  the  mode  of 
proving  the  general  rules  and  regulations  of  inferior  courts.  In  one 
case,  where  it  appeared  that  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  now 
abolished,  had  ordered  the  printing  and  circulation  of  its  rules  for 
the  guidance  of  its  officers,  Lord  Tenterden  admitted  one  of  these 
printed  copies  as  primary  evidence,  though  the  original  rules  under 
the  seal  of  the  court  were  kept  at  the  court,  and  no  proof  was  given 
that  the  copy  produced  had  been  compared  with  them.'  In  another 
case,  however,  where  an  officer  of  the  same  court  produced  what 
purported  to  be  a  printed  copy  of  the  rules  of  the  court,  and  stated 
that  he  had  obtained  it  from  the  clerk  of  the  rules,  and  that  he  was 
in  the  habit  of  distributing  similar  copies  as  authentic  documents, 
the  court  rejected  the  copy,  as  the  witness  could  not  otherwise 
vouch  for  its  authenticity,  and  no  evidence  was  ofFered  that  these 
printed  rules  had  ever  been  sanctioned  by  the  court.* 

§  1588.  The  probate  of   a  will  is  a  copy   of   that    instrument    g  140(5 


'  See  previous  nqte. 

^  Selby  V.  Harris,  1  Ld.  Eay.  745;  Duncan  v.  Scott,  1  Camp.  102;  Streeter 
V.  Bartlett,  5  Com.  B.  562,  564;  Jack  v.  Kiernan,  2  Jebb  &  Sy.  233;  May. 
of  Ludlow  V.  Charlton,  9  C.  &  P.  242,  246,  247. 

=-  Dance  v.  Robson,  M.  &  M.  294. 

*  E.  V.  Koops,  6  A.  &  E.  198.     In  this  case,  Dance  v.  Kobson  was  not  cited. 
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under  the  seal,  either  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  or,  since  the  11th 
of  January,  1858,  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  which  copy  is  attached 
to  a  certificate,  stating  that  the  original  will  has  been  duly  proved 
and  registered,  and  that  administration  of  the  goods  of  the  deceased 
has  been  granted  to  one  or  more  of  the  executors  named  therein.' 
This  document, — which,  in  the  event  of  the  will  being  proved  in 
solemn  form  of  law,  can  only  be  granted  after  satisfactory  evidence 
has  been  furnished  to  the  court  of  adequate  capacity  on  the  part  of 
the  testator,  of  testamentary  intention  untainted  by  fraud,  and  of 
due  execution,^ — constitutes  the  title  deed  of  the  executor,  without 
which  his  character  cannot  be  recognised,  and  with  which  it  cannot 
in  general  be  impugned,  in  any  court.' 

§  1589.  The  primary  mode  of  proving  a  probate  is  by  producing  i  1427 
either  the  document  itself,  when  due  notice  will  be  taken  of  the 
seal,*  or  the  Act  book  or  register  from  the  Probate  Division,^  con- 
taining an  entry  that  the  will  has  been  proved,  and  probate  granted, 
or  even  a  certified  or  examined  copy  of  such  book  or  register.^  If, 
indeed, — as  was  formerly  the  practice  in  some  of  the  inferior 
spiritual  courts,' — no  Act-book,  or  other  separate  record  of  the 
granting  of  probates,  has  been  kept,  but  on  the  will  itself  a  memo- 
randum has  been  indorsed,  stating  that  the  executor  has  proved  it, 
and  that  the  probate  has  passed  the  seal;  then,  on  proof  of  such 


1  Toller  on  Ex.  58. 

^  Jones  V.  Goodrich,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  19,  21,  per  Dr.  LusTiington 
'  Toller  on  Ex.  74,  75  ;  Allen  v.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  125;  Keynes  v.  D.  of 
Wellington,  9  Beav.  579,  599,  601.  As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate 
Division  to  grant  probate  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman's  will  made  in 
pursuance  of  a  power,  see  Barnes  i'.  Vincent,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  K.  201,  cited  post, 
I  1712.  See,  also,  Ward  i.  'Ward,  11  Beav.  377.  As  to  the  effect  of  the 
Probate  Division  sealing  Scotch  confirmations  of  executors,  see  21  &  22  V., 
c.  56,  U  12,  13.  See,  also,  Hawarden  v.  Dunlop,  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  340;  and 
Hood  V.  Ld.  Harrington,  6  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  218. 

*  Kempton  v.  Cross,  Rep.  temp.  Hardw.  108;  ante,  ?  6. 

*  Cox  V.  Allingham,  Jac.  514.  So,  the  revocation  of  probate  may  be  proved 
by  the  Act-book;  R.  v.  Ramsbottom,  1  Lea.  25,  n.     See  ante,  §  425. 

6  Davis  V.  Williams,  13  East.  232;  R.  v.  Phillpott,  2  Den.  308,  per  Talfourd, 
J.  ;  Dorrett  ».  Meux,  15  Com.  B.  142;  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99,  J  14,  cited  post, 
?  1599. 

'  For  instance,  the  Bishop's  Courts  at  Winchester  and  Wells,  7  A.  &  E. 
240,  243. 
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former  practice,  and  ou  production  of  the  will  with  such  indorse- 
ment, the  title  of  the  executor  will  be  sufficiently  established,  with- 
out accounting  for  the  non-production  of  the  probate."  But  under 
no  other  circumstances  will  the  original  will  be  admitted  as  evidence 
of  title  to  personal  property.''  In  the  event  of  the  probate  being 
lost  or  destroyed,  it  seems  that  it  may  be  proved  by  an  examined 
copy;  ^  but  in  such  case  the  practice  of  the  Probate  Division,* — 
iike  that  which  used  to  prevail  in  the  spiritual  courts, — is  to  grant 
either  an  exemplification,  or  a  certified  copy  of  the  entry  of  the 
Act-book  or  register,  in  which  the  grant  of  probate  is  recorded.* 

§  1590.  The  granting  administration,  which, — like  the  granting  ?  1^28 
of  probate,^is  the  act  of  the  Probate  Division,  may  be  proved  by 
producing  either  the  letters  of  administration  under  the  seal  of  the 
court,"  or  the  Act-book  or  register  containing  a  record  of  the  grant, 
or  an  exemplification,  or  an  examined  or  a  certified  copy  of  such 
record,'  or  an  official  certificate  of  the  grant;  *  and  either  of  these 
kinds  of  proof  will  be  admissible  as  primary  evidence." 

§  1591.""  The  next  class  of  public  writings  to  be  considered  con-    ?  1429 

'  Doe  V.  Mew,  and  Doe  v.  Gunning,  7  A.  &  E.  240;  2  N.  &  P.  260,  S.  C.     . 
See,  also,  Gorton  v.  Dyson,  1  B.  &  B.  219;  3  Moore,  558,  S.  C. 

^  Finney  t'.  Finney,  8  B.  &  C.  335;  E.  v.  Barnes,  1  Stark.  R.  243,  per  Le 
Blanc,  J. ;  Stone  v.  Forsyth,  2  Doug.  707. 

'  E.  V.  Hains,  Skinn.  584,  per  Ld.  Holt;  Hoe  d.  Nelthorpe,  3  Salk.  }54;  1 
Ld.   Eay.  154,  S.  C,  nom.  Hoen.  Nathrop. 

*  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77,  g  69,  enacts,  that  "  an  official  copy  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  a  will,  or  an  ofScial  certificate  of  the  grant  of  any  letters  of  adminis- 
tration, may  be  obtained  from  the  registry  or  distj-ict  registry  where  the  will 
has  been  proved  or  the  administration  granted,  on  the  payment  of  such  fees 
as  shall  be  fixed  for  the  same  by  the  rules  and  orders  under  this  Act."  The 
fees  fixed  by  the  Rules  are  sixpence  for  every  folio  of  seventy-two  words  of 
office-copy,  and  an  additional  fee  of  £1  for  "every  office-copy  of  will  under 
seal  of  the  court."     See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  §  74,  Ir. 

*  Shepherd  v.  Shorthose;  1  Str.  412.     See  post,  I  1599. 

*  The  seal  is  judicially  noticed,  ante,  I  6. 
'  See  M'Kenna  v.  Eager,  I.  R.,  9  C.  L.  79. 

»  See  20  &  21  V.,  c.  77,  I  69,  cited  above,  n.  4.     See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79, 

§  74,  Ir. 

'  Kempton  v.  Cross,  Rep.  temp.  Hardw.  108,  109;  Elden  v.  Keddell,  8  East, 
187;  Davis  v.  Williams,  13  East,  232.     See  ante,  ?  425,  and  post,  §  1599. 

'"  Gr.  Ev.  I  483,  in  great  part. 
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sists  of  official  registers,  or  books  kept  by  persons  in  public  offices, 
in  which  they  are  required,  whether  by  statute  or  by  the  nature  of 
their  office,  to  write  down  particular  transactions,  occurring  in  the 
course  of  their  public  duties,  ,and  under  their  personal  observation. 
These  documents,  as  well  as  all  others  of  a  public  nature,  are 
generally  admissible  in  evidence,  although  their  authenticity  be  not 
confirmed  by  the  usual  test  of  truth,  namely,  the  swearing,  and  the 
cross-examining,  of  the  persons  who  prepared  them.  They  are 
entitled  to  this  extraordinary  degree  of  confidence,  partly,  because 
they  are  required  by  law  to  be  kept,  partly,  because  their  contents 
are  of  public  interest  and  notoriety,  but  principally,  because  they 
are  made  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath  of  office,  or,  at  least,  under 
that  of  official  duty,  by  accredited  agents  appointed  for  that  purpose. 
Moreover,  as  the  facts  stated  in  their  entries  are  of  a  public  nature,  it 
would  often  be  difficult  to  prove  them  by  means  of  sworn  witnesses.' 


§  1592.  To  render  any  document  admissible  in  evidence  as  an  J  1430' 
official  register,  it  must  be  one  which  the  law  requires  to  be  kept 
for  the  public  benefit.  Thus,  a  book  produced  from  the  office,  now 
abolished,^  of  the  Secretary  of  Bankrupts,  in  which  entries  were 
made  of  the  allowance  of  certificates,  has  been  rejected,  as  it  was 
not  kept  under  the  authority  of  any  official  order,  nor  were  the 
entries  made  by  any  person  in  the  course  of  his  official  duty.'  On 
the  same  ground,  the  book  called  "Arms  and  Descents  of  the 
Nobility,  E.,  16,"  though  produced  from  the  Heralds'  College, 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence.*  In  like  manner,  a  register  of 
attendance  kept  by  the  medical  officer  of  a  union  for  the  inspection 
of  the  guardians,  in  obedience  to  a  rule  of  the  Poor-Law  Commis- 
sioners, has  been  held  inadmissible;  no  credit  being  given  to  the 
officer  in  respect  of  the  entries,  but  the  book  being  merely  intended 
as  a  check  upon  himself.'  So,  Lord  Denman  has  refused  to  admit 
the  register  of  shipping  kept  at  Lloyd's."     So,  a  report  stating  the 


■  1  St.  Ev.  230. 

■'  15  &  16  v.,  c.  77,  §  1.  »  Henry  v.  Leigh,  3  Camp.  499. 

*  Shrewsbury  Peer.,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  24. 

*  Merrick  v.  Wakley,  8  A.  &  E.  170. 

«  Freeman  v.  Baker,   5  C.  &  P.  482.     For  a  description  of  this  book,  see 
Kerr.  v.  Shedden,  4  C.  &  P.  531,  n.  a.     In  Bain  v.  Case,  3  C.  &  P.  496,  and  in 
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burthen  of  a  foreign  ship,  and  the  number  of  the  crew,  which  was 
made  by  the  master  to  the  authorities  at  the  Custom  House,  and 
was  there  filed,  has  been  rejected,  when  tendered  in  evidence  as  a 
public  document  to  pirove  the  burthen  of  the  ship;  and  the  same 
fate  has  befallen  a  certificate  filed  at  the  Custom-House,  which  was 
signed  by  a  party  who  certified  that  he  had  measured  the  vessel, 
and  stated  the  amount  of  the  tonnage.  In  neither  of  these  cases 
did  it  appear  that  the  docaments  had  been  prepared  by  any  official 
personage  in  the  discharge  of  a  public  duty.'  So,  the  registers 
and  records  of  baptisms  and  marriages  formerly  performed  at  the 
Fleet  and  King's  Bench  Prisons,  at  May  Fair,  at  the  Mint  in 
Southwark  and  in  certain  other  places,  are  inadmissible,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  compiled  under  public  authority.^  So,  a 
marriage  register  kept  by  a  clergyman  in  Ireland,  prior  to  the  31st 
of  March,  1845,  when  the  Irish  Marriage  Act  came  into  operation, 
has,  for  a  similar  reason,  been  rejected.'  So,  a  Jewish  register 
of  circumcision,  kept  at  the  great  synagogue  in  London,  has 
been  rejected,  though  it  was  proved  that  the  entries  in  it  were 
in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  Chief  Eabbi,  whose  duty  it 
was  to  perform  the  rites  of  circujncision,  and  to  make  corre- 
sponding entries  in  the  book.*  So,  the  birth,  marriage,  or  burial 
register  of  a  Wesleyai  or  other  dissenting  chapel  will  be  rejected, 
unless  it  has  been  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  Registrar- General, 
and  entered  in  his  list  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
3  &  4  v.,  c.  92.= 


Abel  V.  Potts,  3  Esp.  242,  this  book  was  admitted  ;  in  the  first-named  case,  to 
prove  that  the  coast  of  Peru  was  in  a  state  of  blockade  at  a  particular  time, 
and  in  the  other,  as  evidence  of  the  capture  of  a  vessel.  See,  also,  Eichard- 
son  V.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  241,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

>  Huntley  v.  Donovan,  15  Q.  B.  96. 

2  Read  ».  Passer,  1  Esp.  213;  Pea.  E.  303,  S.  C;  Doe  ii.  Gatacre,  8  C.  &  P. 
578.  These  registers  are  now  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  Eegistrar-General, 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  92,  §§  6,  20,  which  Act,  however,  does 
not  render  them  receivable  in  evidence. 

'  Stockbridge  v.  Quicke,  3  C.  &  Kir.  305,  per  Parke,  B. 

*  Davis  V.  Lloyd,  1  C.  &  Kir.  275,  per  Ld.  Denman  and  Patteson,  J.  But 
see  observations  on  this  case,  ante,  §  701. 

5  Whittuck  V.  Waters,  4  C.  &  P.  375;  Newham  v.  Eaithby,  1  Phillim.  315; 
Ex  p.  Taylor,  1  Jac.  &  W.  483.     As  to  the  Act,  see  ante,  ?  1503,  and  post,  i 

1602,  n.  4. 
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§  1593.  The  same  rule  prevails  with  respect  to  foreign  and  §  1431 
colonial  registers;  that  is,  copies  of  such  registers  will  be  admis- 
sible only  on  proof  that  they  are  required  to  be  kept,  either  by  the 
law  of  the  country  to  which  they  belong,'  or  by  the  law  of  this 
country.  In  the  absence  of  such  proof,  a  copy  of  a  baptismal 
register  in  Guernsey,^ — a  copy  of  a  certificate  of  baptism  by  the 
chaplain  of  a  British  minister  at  a  foreign  court, ^ — a  copy  of  the 
marriage  register  kept  in  the  Swedish  ambassador's  chapel  at 
Paris,*  prior  to  the  28th  of  July,  1849,^ — and  a  copy  of  the  book 
kept  at  the  British  ambassador's  hotel  in  Paris,  wherein  the 
ambassador's  chaplain  had  made  and  subscribed  entries  of  all 
marriages  of  British  subjects  celebrated  by  him,° — have  been 
rejected.'  But,  on  the  other  hand,  an  examined  copy  of  a 
marriage  register  in  Barbadoes  has  been  admitted,  it  appearing 
that  by  the  law  of  that  colony  such  register  was  kept.'  So,  by 
virtue  of  a  special  Act,'  a  copy  of  the  marriage  registry,  which 
used  to  be  kept  in  the  Ionian  Islands,  is  receivable  in  evidence, 
if  it  purports  "to  be  certified  under  the  signature  and  official 
seal  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Lord  High  Commissioner."  In 
America,  anthenticated  copies  of  foreign  registers  are  receivable 
in  evidence.'' 


'  See  Perth  Peer.,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas,  865,  873,  874,  876,  877  :  Abbott  v.  Abbott 
&  Godoy,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  57;  4  Swab.  &  Trist.  254,  S.  C. 

'  Huet  V.  Le  Mesurier,  1  Cox,  Ch.  R.  275.  On  this  case,  Dr.  Lushington 
observes  that  the  evidence  was  rejected,  "because  it  did  not  appear  by  what 
authority  the  register  was  kept.  Supposing  it  had  been  proved  that  Guernsey 
was  part  of  the  diocese  of  Winchester,  which  it  is,  and  that  by  ancient  custom 
a  register  was  required  to  be  kept  there,  different  considerations  might  have 
applied  to  the  case.  *  *  *  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  ground  of 
distinction,  supposing  the  register  had  been  kept  by  order  of  a  competent 
authority,  between  registers  kept  in  Guernsey  and  in  this  country."  Coode 
V.  Coode,  1  Curt.  766. 

'  Dufferin  Peer.,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  47. 

'  Leader  v.  Barry,  1  Esp.  353. 

''  When  the  Act  of  12  &  13  V.,  c.  68,  ror  facilitating  the  marriage  of  British 
subjects  in  foreign  countries,  passed. 

«  Athlone  Peer.,  8  CI.  &Fin.  262. 

'  Coode  V.  Coode,  1  Curt.  755,  766,  767,  per  Dr.  Lushington. 

8  27  &  28  V. ;  c.  77,  ?  7. 

'  Kingston  v.  Lesley,  10  Serg.  &  E.  383,  389. 
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§'  1594'  It  is  also  deemed  essential  to  the  official  character  of  j  1432 
these  books,  that  the  entries  in  them  be  made  promptly,  or,  at 
least,  without  such  long  delay  as  to  impair  their  credibility,  and 
that  they  be  made  by  the  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  them, 
and  in  the  mode  required  by  law,  if  any  has  been  prescribed.^ 
Thus,  a  minister's  entry  of  a  baptism,  which  took  place  before  he 
had  any  connexion  with  the  parish,  and  of  which  he  received 
information  from  the  clerk,  is  inadmissible;  as  is  also  the  private 
memorandam  made  by  the  clerk  who  was  present  at  the  cere- 
mony.^ The  court,  however,  will  not  reject  an  entry  in  a  parish 
register,  merely  because  it  was  not  made  contemporaneously,  or 
because  it  was  made  or  sanctioned  by  the  incumbent,  on  informa- 
tion received  from  s'ome  other  person;  for  it  will  be  presumed 
that  the  incumbent,  however  he  got  his  information,  had  satisfied 
himself  of  the  fact  before  he  authorised  the  entry.  Thus,  an  entry 
in  a  parish  book,  which  was  kept  at  the  parish  church,  of  a  burial 
in  the  workhouse  cemetery  within  the  parish,  has  been  received  in 
evidence,  though  it  appeared  that  the  incumbent  -sanctioned  the 
entries  on  the  faith  of  statements  made  by  others,  and  not  from  his 
personal  knowledge  of  the  burials.*  1 


§  1595.  It  may  here  be  advisable  to  enumerate  some  of  the  books  §  1433 
which  the  laiv  will  recognise  as  official  registers,  or  public  docu- 
ments. Of  this  description  are  parish  registers :  *  the  registers  of 
births,  marriages,  and  deaths,  made  pursuant  to  the  Kegistration 
Act;**  the  registers  of  births  and  deaths,'  and  the  register  of  mar- 
riages, in  Ireland;^  the  registers  of  marriages  abroad,  as  kept  by 
British  Consuls  since  the  28th  of  July,  1849; '  the  register  of  mar- 
riages in  the  Ionian  Islands,  which  has  been  transmitted  to  the 
Eegistrar-General  by  the  Lord  High  Commissioner; '°  the  registers 
and  certificates  of  Indian  marriages,  as  delivered  to  the  Eegistrar- 


'  G-r.  Ev.  §  485,  as  to  first  five  lines. 

2  Doe  V.  Bray,  8  B.  &  C.  813;  Walker  v.  "Wingfield,  18  Ves.  443. 

3  ij  *  Doe  V.  Andrews,  15  Q.  B.  756. 
5  Doe.u.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Eob.  386.  «  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86. 
'  26 & 27  v.,  c.  11,  ?5,  Ir. 

8  7  &  8  v.,  c.  81,  H  52,  71,  Ir. ;  26  &  27  V.,  c.  27,  ?  16,  Ir. 

9  12  &  13  v.,  c.  68.  "  27  &  28  V.,  c.  77,  ??  8,  9,  10. 
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General  since  the  Ist  of  January,  1852;'  certain  non-parochial 
registers  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  Eegistrar- General,  by  virtue 
of  the  Act  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  92;^  certain  registers,  muster-rolls,  and 
pay-lists,  and  certified  extracts  therefrom,  transmitted  to  the  same 
office  under  "The  Eegistration  of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages 
(Army)  Act,  1879"  ; '  theb«oks  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  burials 
in  India,  deposited  at  the  office  of  the  Secretary  for  India;  *  the 
lists  of  passengers  which,  in  pursuance  of  an  old  statutp,  used  to  be 
transmitted  by  the  captains  of  ships  in  the  India  trade  to  the  Court 
of  Directors ; '*  the  deposit  and  transfer  books  of  tie  East  India 
Company;'  and  of  the  Bank  of  England;'  the  rolls  of  Courts 
Baron;'  land-tax  assessments;'  Poor-law  valuations,  and  valua- 
tions of  rateable  property,  in  Ireland; '°  vestry -book; "  bishops' 
registers  and  chapter-house  registers; '*  terriers;"  the  books  kept 
at  public  prisons;  '*  the  log-books  and  muster-books  of  her  Majesty's 
ships,  and  even  official  letters  lodged  at  the  Admiralty;'^  lists  of 
convoy;"  the  books  of  the  Sick  and  Hurt  Office;"  the  official  log- 
books kept  by  the  masters  of  merchant  ships;  "  the  books  kept  by 

'  14  &  15  v.,  c.  40,  ?22. 

'  See  ante,  p.  1291,   n.   5,  as  to  what  these  registers  consist  of;  and  post, 
p.  1368,  n.  4,  as  to  the  conditions  on  which  they  are  receivable  in  evidence. 
'  42  V.,  c.  8. 

*  EatcliflfK.  Eatcliff&  Anderson,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  467;, Queen's  Proctor  v. 
Fry,  L.  E.,  4  P.  D.  230;  48  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  68,  S.  C;  Rep.  of  1838,  by 
Comm.  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  non-parochial  registers,  p.  13. 

*  Eichardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  204.  «  2  Doug.  593,  n.  3. 
'  Mortimer  v.  M'Callan,  6  M.  &  W.  58. 

8  B.  N.  P.  247;  Doe  a  Askew,  10  East,  520. 

°  Doe  V.  Seaton,  2  A.  &  E.  178,  perPatteson,  J.;  Doe  v.  Arkwright,  id.  182, 
u.,  per  Ld.  Denman;  E.  v.  King,  2  T.  E.  234;  Doe  v.  Cartwright,  Ey.  &  M. 
62;  1  C.  &  P.  218,  S.  C. 

'»  Swift  V.  M'Tiernan,  11  Ir.  Eq.  E.  602,  per  Brady,  Ch.;  Welland  v.  Ld. 
Middleton,  id.  603,  per  Sugden,  Ch.;  15  &  16  V.,  c.  63,  Jr.;  23  &  24  V.,  c.  4, 
§  9>  Ir.  11  E.  V.  Martin,  2  Camp.  100. 

"  Arnold  v.  Bp.  of  Bath  and  Wells,  5  Bing.  316;  Coombs  v.  Coether,  M.  & 
M.  398;  Humble  v.  Hunt,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  601. 

"  B.  N.  P.  248;  1  St.  Ev.  239. 

"  Salte  V.  Thomas,  3  B.  &  P.  188;  E.  v.  Aickles,  1  Lea.  391. 

"  D'Israeli  v.  Jowett,  1  Esp.  427;  "Watson  v.  King,  4  Camp.  275;  E.  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 1  Lea.  20;  E.  v.  Ehodes,  id.  24;  Barber  v.  Holmes,  3  Esp.  190.  Most 
of  these  documents  are  now  lodged  at  the  Eecord  Oflce.     See  ante,  ?  1485. 

"  Eichardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  241,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

"  Wallace  v.  Cook,  5  Esp.  117.  i»  17  &  18  V.,  c.  104,  §|  280—287. 
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the  coastguard,  showing  the  stp,te  of  wind  and  weather;'  some' 
of  the  documents  relating  to  the  election  of  members  of  Parliament;  ^ 
the  registers  of  Parliamentary  voters  which  are  in  the  custody  of 
the  sheriffs  or  returning  officers;^  the  books  which  contain  the 
official  proceedings  of  corporations,  and  matters  respecting  their 
property,  if  the  entries  are  of  a  public  nature;  *  and  the  books 
and  other  official  papers  kept  at  the  CT;istom-House;  °  at  the  office  of 
Inland  Revenue,^ — which  includes  what  were  formerly  the  Excise  ' 
and  the  Stamp  offices, — at  the  Post-Office,  and  at  the  Register- 
Offices  of  mertshant  seamen,'  of  joint  stock  companies,'  and  of 
copyright; '"  and,  in  short,  the  official  documents  belonging  to  all 
other  public  offices.  It  will  presently  be  seen,  when  the  proof  of 
public  documents  by  examined  or  certified  copies  is  discussed," 
that  this  list  might  be  much  enlarged;  but,  in  order  to  avoid  repe- 
tition, no  other  instances  are  here  given.  • 

§  1596.  The  most  satisfactory  mode  of  proving  official  registers  |  1434 
and  other  public  documents  of  a  like  nature,  is  by  producing  the 
books  or  documents  themselves,  and  showing  that  they  come  from 
the  proper  repository}'^  In  some  few  cases  this  is  the  only  legiti- 
mate mode  of  proof  .  Thus,  the  books  of  companies  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  in  which 
are  entered  the  proceedings  of  the  directors,  of  the  committees  of 
directors,  and  of  the  meetings  of  the  company,  and  each  entry  in 

'  The  Catherina  Maria,  1  Law  Hep.,  Adm.  &  Ecc.  53. 

2  See  35  &  36  V.,  c.  33.  Sch.  1,  Part  1,  r.  42. 

3  Reed  v.  Lamb,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  452  ;  6  H.  &  N.  75,  S.  C;  6  &  7  V.,  c.  18, 
U  48,  49. 

*  Marriage  v.  Lawrence,  3  B.  &  A.  142  ;  E.  i\  Mothersell,  1  Str.  93 ; '  Thet- 
ford's  case  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16  ;  Warriner  v.  Giles,  2  Str.  954 ;  id.  1223, 
n.  1. 

*  Johnson  v.  "Ward,  6  Esp.  48  ;  Tomkins  v.  Att.-Gen.,  1  Dow,  404  ;  Buckley 
V.  U.  S.,  4  Howard,  S.  Ct.  E.  258.'  «  12  &  13  V.,  c.  1,  I  6. 

'  Fuller  V.  Fotch,  Carth.  346  ;  E.  v.  Grimwood,  1  Price,  369. 

8  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  §§  271,  277,  cited  post,  p.  1373,  n.  4. 

9  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §  174,  r.  §5. 

10  5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  I  11,  cited  ante,   ?  1511,  n.  4  ;  and  7  &  8  V.,  c.  12,  ?  8. 
"  See  post,  ?§  1600—1608. 

"  Atkins  V.  Hatton,  2  Anst.  387  ;  Armstrongs  Hewett,  4  Price  216  ;  Pulley 
V.  Hilton,  12  Price,  625  ;  Swinnerton  v.  M.  of  Stafford,  3  Taunt.  91.  See  ante, 
?  432,  et  seq. ;  and  I  659,  et  seq. ;  and  Croughton  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  "W.  208, 
as  to  the  repository. 
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which  must  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  meeting, 
cannot  be  proved  by  copies,  however  authentic;'  neither  can  the 
books  of  the  proceedings  of  companies,  to  which  the  Companies 
Act  of  1862  applies,  be  proved  by  copies,  but  the  books  themselves 
must  be  produced,  when,  if  the  minute  sought  to  be  read  purports 
ito  be  signed  by  the  chairman  either  of  the  meeting  to  which  it 
relates,  or  of  the  next  succeeding  meeting,  it  will  be  received  as 
prima  facie  evidence.^  So,  the  orders  and  other  documents,  which 
have  proceeded  from  the  old  ^  commissioners  of  railways,  must,  it 
seems,  be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  originals  purporting  to 
be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  commissioners,  and  to  be 
signed  by  two  or  more  of  that  body;*  while  such  documents  as 

1  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16,  I  98,  enacts,  that  "  the  directors  shall  cause  notes,  minutes, 
or  copies,  as  the  case  may  require,  of  all  appointments  made  or  contracts 
entered  into  by  the  directors,  and  of  the  order  and  proceedings  of  all  meet- 
ings of  the  company,  and  of  the  directors  and  committees  of  directors,  to  be 
duly  entered  in  books,  to  be  from  time  to  time  provided  for  the  purpose, 
which  shall  be  kept  under  the  superintendence  of  the  directors ;  and  every 
such  entry  shall  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of  such  meeting  ;  and  such  entry 
so  signed  shall  be  received  as  evidence  in  all  courts,  and  before  all  judges, 
justices,  and  others,  without  proof  of  such  respective  meetings  having  been 
duly  convened  or  held,  or  of  the  persons  making  or  entering  such  orders  or 
proceedings  being  shareholders  or  directors  or  members  or  committees  respec- 
tively, or  of  the  signature  of  the  chairman,  or  of  the  fact  of  his  having  been 
chairman,  all  of  which  last-mentioned  matters  shall  be  presumed,  until  the 
contrary  be  proved."  The  Act  of  13  &  14  V.,  c.  xxxiii.,  called  "The  Railway 
Clearing  Act,  1850,"  contains,  in  §  18,  a  precisely  similar  clause  with  respect 
to  entries  made  in  the  books  of  the  Clearing  Committee. 

'^  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §  67,  enacts,  that  "  every  company  under  this  Act  shall 
cause  minutes  of  all  resolutions  and  proceedings  of  general  meetings  of  the 
company,  and  of  the  directors  or  managers  of  the  company  in  cases  where 
there  are  directors  or  managers,  to  be  duly  entered  xa  books,  to  be  from  time 
to  time  provided  for  the  purpose  ;  and  any  such  minute  as  aforesaid,  if  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  meeting  at  which  such  resolu- 
tions were  passed  or  proceedings  had,  or  by  the  chairman  of  the  next  suc- 
ceeding meeting,  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  in  all  legal  proceedings  ; 
and  until  the  contrary  is  proved,  every  general  meeting  of  the  company,  or 
meeting  of  directors  or  managers,  in  respect  of  the  proceedings  of  which 
minutes  have  been  so  made,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  duly  held  and 
convened,  and  all  resolutions  passed  thereat,  or  proceedings  had,  to  have 
been  duly  passed  and  had."  But  see  as  to  the  proof  of  other  documents 
registered  under  the  Companies  Acts,  post,  ^  1603 ;  also,  as  to  certificates  of 
incorporation  under  the  same  Acts,  §  1630. 

^  14  &  15  v.,  c.  64,  ?  1. 

*  9  &  10  v.,  c.  105,  §  4,  enacts,  that  "  the  commissioners  of  railways  shall 
cause  a  seal  to  be  made  for  the  purposes  of  their  commission,  and  all  orders 
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proceed  from  the  present  commissioners, — though  probably  not 
provable  by  copies, — will  be  received  in  evidence  without  any  seal, 
so  long  as  they  purport  to  be  signed  by  any  one  of  such  commis- 
sioners.' The  same  law  would  appear  to  extend  to  all  documents 
relating  to  railways  which  now  emanate  from  the  Board  of  Trade, 
and  which  must  purport  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  secretaries  or 
assistant  secretaries  of  the  Board,  or  by  some  officer  appointed  by 
the  Board  to  sign  such  documents.^ 


§  1596a.  It  is  also  apprehend  that  all  orders  authorised  by  the 
Army  Act,  1881,  "  to  be  made  by  the  Commander-in-Chief  or  the 
Adjutant- General,  or  by  the  Commander-in-Chief  or  Adjutant- 
General  of  the  forces  in  India,  or  in  any  Presidency  in  India,  or  by 
any  general  or  other  officer  commanding,"  must  be  produced  when 
required  as  evidence;  but  any  "such  order  may  be  signified  by  an 
order,  instruction,  or  letter  under  the  hand  of  any  officer  authorised 
to  issue  orders  on  behalf  of  such  "  superior  officer;  and  any  such 
document  purporting  to  be  so  signed  shall  be  evidence  of  the  party 
signing  being  so  authorised.^  Again,  any  letter,  return,  or  other 
document  respecting  the  service,  non-service,  or  discharge  of  any 
person  as  a  soldier  or  marine,  is  made,  by  the  Army  Act,  1881, 
evidence  of  the  facts  stated  iu  such  letter,  return  or  document, 
provided  that,  on  production,  it  purports  to  be  signed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  a  secretary  of  state,  or  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, or  by  the  commanding  officer  of  any  portion  of  Her  Majesty's 


and  other  documents  proceeding  from  the  said  commissioners,  and  purporting 
to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  said  commissioners,  and  signed 
by  two  or  more  of  the  said  commissioners,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of 
the  same  respectively  in  all  courts,  and  before  all  justices  and  others,  without 
any  further  proof  thereof. ' ' 

1  36  &  37  v.,  c.  48,  §  30,  enacts,  that,  "every  document  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  commissioners,  or  any  one  of  them,  shall  be  received  in  evi- 
dence without  proof  of  such  signature,  and,  until  the  contrary  is  proved, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  so  signed,  and  to  have  been  duly  executed  or 
issued  by  the  commissioners."  — 

M4  &  15  v.,  c.  64,  ?  3;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  119,  ii  39  &  47,  &  Sch.  2.  This 
last  Act  repeals  7  &  8  V.,  c.  85,  |  23,  which  made  certain  documents  of  the 
Board  of  Trade  relating  to  railways  proveable  by  "certified  copies." 

=  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58  i  173,  subs.  1. 
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forces,  or  of  any  of  Her  Majesty's  ships,  to  which  such  person  appears 
to  have  belonged,  or  alleges  that  he  belongs,  or  had  belonged.'  So, 
also,  any  descriptive  return  within  the  meaning  of  §  154  of  the 
Army  Act,  1881,  must  be  produced  as  an  original  document,  but 
it  will  be  evidence  of  the  matters  therein  stated,  if  it  purport  to  be 
signed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.^ 


§  1597.  Most  of  the  documents  relating  to  merchant  shiping,  g  1435 
which  are  issued  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  must  be  proved  by  the 
production  of  the  originals;  for  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of 
1854'  contains  no  provision  for  rendering  copies  of  such  papers 
admissible  in  evidence,  but  merely  enacts,  in  §  7,  that  "  All '  docu- 
ments whatever  purporting  to  be  issued  or  written  by  or  under  the 
direction  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  purporting  either  to  be  sealed 
with  the  seal  of  such  board,  or  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  secretaries 
or  assistant  secretaries  to  such  board,  shall  be  received  in  evidence, 
and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  issued  or  written  by  or  under  the  direction 
of  the  said  board,  without  further  proof,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown.* 
So,  any  document  drawn  up  in  pursuance  of  the  1st  Schedule 
of  the  Sea  Fisheries  Act,  1883,  though  admissible  as  evidence 
of  the  facts  or  matters  therein  stated,  cannot,  as  ifc  would  seem,  be 
proved  by  a  copy  however  authentic  ;  but  under  certain  circum- 
stances the  facts  contained  in  it  may  be  certified  officially,  and  such 
certificate  will  then  become  evidence  without  proof  of  the  signature.* 
Again,  it  would  seem  that  none  of' the  rules,  regulations,  certifi- 
cates, notices  or  other  documents,  which  are  made  or  issued  by  the 
Incorporation  Law  Society,  can  be  proved,  in  the  first  instance,  by 
means  of  copies,  though  "  The  Solicitor's  Act  1877,"  contains  some 
special  provisions  respecting  such  documents,  expressly  enacting 
that  they  may 'be  made  by  the  council  on  behalf  of  the  Society," 
and  that  they  "  may  be  in  writing  or  print,  or  partly  in  writing. 


1  44  &  45  T.,  c.  58,  §  163,  subs.  1  (6). 
^  Id.  §  163,  snbs.  1  (i),  and  Sch.  4. 
M7  &  18  v.,  c.  104. 

*  See,  however,  25  &  26  V.,  c.  63,  ?  26,  as  to  the  proof  of  the  regulations 
in  force  for  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  cited  post,  |  1C04. 

*  46  &  47  v.,  c.  22,  g  17.     This  sect,  is  a  curious  specimen  of  legislative 
enactment. 

«  40  &  41  v.,  c.  25,  §  19. 
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and  partly  in  print,  and  may  be  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Society  by 
the  secretary,  or  by  such  other  officer  or  officers  of  the  Society  as 
may  be  from  time  to  time  prescribed  by  the  council." '  So,  the 
minutes  of  proceedings  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  which 
are  rendered  admissible  in  evidence  by  the  Act  of  18  &  19  V.,  c. 
120,  provided  they  purport  to  be  signed  by  any  two  of  the  members  ' 
present,  must  be  themselves  produced;^  and  a  similar  rule  applies 
to  the  books  containing  entries  of  all  the  orders  and  proceedings  of 
the  commissioners  of  public  baths, which  may  be  read  as  evidence, 
if  any  purport  to  be  signed  by  any  two  commissioners.'  So,  in 
criminal  proceedings,  the  non-parochial  registers  deposited  with  the 
Eegistrar-General,  must,  in  order  to  be  used  in  evidence,  be  pro- 
duced to  the  court.*  So,  as  it  would  seem,  must  the  daily  books  of 
public  prisons.^ 

§  1598.  To  the  above  list  might  be  added  several  other  books  and    i  1436 
documents  of  a  semi -public  nature,  which  are  rendered  admissible 
in  evidence  by  the  statute  law;  but  still,  as  "a  general  rule,  this 
strictness  of  proof  is  not  now  required;  and    indeed,   the  public 
inconvenience  that  would  follow  the  removal  of  books  of  general 

'      1  40  &  41  v.,  c.  25,  §  20. 

^  §  60  enacts,  that  "  entries  of  all  proceedings  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  and  every  such  district  hoard,  and  of  any  such  vestry,  with  the 
names  of  the  members  who  attend  such  meeting,  shall  be  made  in  books  to 
be  provided  and  kept  for  that  purpose,  under  the  direction  of  the  board  or 
vestry,  and  shall  be  signed  by  the  members  present,  or  any  two  of  them; 
and  all  entries  purporting  to  be  so  signed  shall  be  received  as  evidence, 
without  proof  of  any  meeting  of  the  board  or  vestry  having  been  duly  con- 
vened or  held,  or  of  the  presence  at  any  such  meeting  of  the  persons  named 
in  any  such  entry  as  being  present  thereat,  or  of  such  persons  being  members 
of  the  board  or  vestry,  or  of  the  signature  of  any  person  by  whom  any  such 
entry  purports  to  be  signed,  all  which  matters  shall  be  j)resumed  until  the 
contrary  be  proved."     See  Hunnings  v.  Williamson,  L.  E.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  533. 

'  9  &  10  v.,  c.  74,  §  13,  enacts,  that  "all  orders  and  proceedings  of  the 
commissioners  shall  be  entered  in  books  to  be  kept  by  them  for  that  purpose, 
and  shall  be  signed  by  the  commissioners,  or  any  two  of  them;  and  all  such.  ■ 
orders  and  proceedings  so  entered  and  purporting  to  be  so  signed,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  original  orders  and  proceedings;  and  such  books  may  be  pro- 
duced and  read  as  evidence  of  all  such  orders  and  proceedings,  upon  any 
appeal,  trial,  information,  or  other  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  and  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity  whatsoever. " 

*  3  &  4  v.,  c.  92,  §  17,  cited  post,  p.  1370,  note.  As  to  what  these 
registers  contain,  see  ante,  p.  1291,  n.  5.  / 

5  Salte  V.  Thomas,  3  B.  &  P.  190, 191,  per  Ld.  Alvanley. 
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concernment,  has  been  felt  to  be  so  great,  as  to  justify,  and  in  some 
cases  to  compel,  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence.'  Such 
books  belong  to  a  particular  custody,  from  which  they  are  not 
usually  taken  but  by  special  authority,  granted  only  in  eases  where 
inspection  of  the  book  itself  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  identi- 
fying it  or  of  determining  some  question  arising  upon  the  original 
entry,  or  of  correcting  an  error,  which  has  been  duly  ascertained. 
As,  therefore,  these  books  are,  in  general,  not  removable  at  the  call 
of  individuals,  and  as,  moreover,  being  interesting  to  many  persons, 
they  might  be  required  as  evidence  in  different  places  at  the  same 
time,  it  has  become  a  common  law  axiom  of  almost  universal  applica- 
tion, that  whenever  a  book  is  of  such  a  public  ■  nature  as  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  production  from  the  proper 
custody,  its  contents  may  be  proved  by  an  authentic  copy?  So 
anxious  are  the  judges  not  to  break  upon  this  rule,  founded  as  it 
is  on  public  convenience,  that  even  though  the  original  document 
be  in  court,  they  will  not  require  its  production,  but  will  admit  the 
copy,  provided  its  authenticity  be  established.' 

§  1599.  Now,  an  examined  copy,  duly  made  and  sworn  to  by  a  ■  g  1437 
competent  witness,  has  ever  been  considered  as  "  authentic," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  above  axiom.;*  but  the  Legislature  has 
also  provided  a  more  simple  mode  of  proof,  namely,  by  the  produc- 
tion of  a  certified  copy.  The  enactmeat  by  which  this  salutary 
change  in  the  law  has  been  effected,  is  contained  in  §  14  of  Lord 
Brougham's  Evidence  Act  of  1851,'^  and  is  in  the  following  words: 
- — "Whenever  any  .book  or  other  document  is  of  such  a  public 
nature  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  it's  mere  production  from 
the  proper  custody,  and  no  statute  exists  which  renders  its  contents 
provable  by  means  of  a  copy,  any  copy  thereof  or  extract  therefrom 
shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any 
person    now  or  hereafter  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties 

'  Mortimer  v.  M'Callan,  6  M.  &  "W.  67,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 

'  Lynch  v.  Gierke,  3  Salk.  154,  per  Holt,  C.  J.;  2  Doug.  593,  n.  3;  E.  v. 
Hains,  Comb.  337:  Hoe  v.  Nathrop,  1  Ld.  Ray.  154. 

'  Marsh  v.  Collnett,  2  Esp.  665,  per  Ld.  Kenyon.  See  I  87,  ante,  as  to  an 
analogous  rule,  in  not  requiring  a  subscribing  witness  to  an  ancient  deed  or 
will  to  be  called,  even  though  present  in  court. 

*  See  E.  «.  Mainwaring,  26  L.  J.,  M.  C.  10;  7  Cox.  192;  Dear.  &  Bell,  132, 
S.  C.  5  14  &  15  v.,  c.  99. 
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authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,provided  it  be  proved 
to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  provided  it  purport  to  be  signed 
and  certified  as  a  true  copy  or  extract  by  the  officer  to  whose  custody 
the  original  is  intrusted,  and  which  officer  is  hereby  required  to  furnish 
such  certified  copy  or  extract  to  a  person  applying  at  a  reasonable  time 
for  the  same,  upon  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not 
exceeding  four-pence  for  every  folio  of  ninety  words."  In  conformity 
with  this  section,  a  copy  of  an  entry  in  a  local  registry  of  births,  certi- 
fied under  the  hand  of  a  "  deputy  superintendent  registrar,"  has  been 
received  in  evidence  ;'and  under  the  same  enactment  the  now  abolished^ 
Clerk  of  Records  and  Writs  was  ordered  by  the  court  to  furnish 
certified  copies  of  any  bills,  answers,  and  depositions  which  were  in  his 
custody,  and  which  were  required  to  be  used  on  the  trial  of  a  cause.' 

§  1600.  Among  the  public  books  and  documents,  the  contents  of  J  143S 
which,  in  the  absence  of  the  originals,  are  now  provable  under  the 
enactment  just  cited  either  by  examined  or  by  certified  copies,  may 
bei  mentioned  the  following: — parish  registers;*  the  deposit  and 
transfer  books  of  the  Bank  of  England,^  and  of  the  East  India 
Company;^  the  books  of  the  Customs,- of  the  office  of  Inland 
Eevenue,'  and  of  the  Post-office;*  the  rolls  of  Courts  Baron;' 
assessments  of  land-tax;'"  Poor  Law  Valuations  in  Ireland;"  the 

1  R.  D.'Weaver,  43  L.  J.~jil.  C.  13;  2  Law  Eep.,  C.  c785;  12  Cox,  527,  S.  C. 

2  See  42  &  43  V.,  c.  78,  Sched.  1;  and  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LX., 
E.  3;  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1. 

'  Reeve  V.  Hodson,  10  Hare,  App.  xix.,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 

*  Doe  V.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Eob.  386.  In  re  Porter's  Trusts,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  688, 
Wood,  V.-G.,  held  that  an  extract  from  a  parish  register,  signed  by  the  curate 
of  the  parish,  was  admissible.  The  same  point  was  ruled  by  the  Lords  Jus- 
tices In  re  Hall's  Estate,  22  L.  J.,  Ch.  177,  though  that  case  is  erroneously 
reported  as  a  decision  to  the  contrary  in  2  De  Gex,  M.  &  6.  748;  9  Hare, 
App.  1,  p.  xvi.,  S.  C.     See  52  G.  3,  c.  146. 

*  Breton  u  Cope,  Pea.  E.  30;  Marsh  v.  Collnett,  2  Esp.  665-;  Mortimer  v. 
M'Callan,  6  M.  &  W.  58. 

«  2  Doug.  593,  n.  3;  Doe  v.  Eoberts,  13  "M.  &  W.  532,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  12  &  13  v.,  c.  1,  I  6.     See  43  &  44  V.,  c.  19. 

8  Mortimer  v.  M'Callan,  6  M.  &  W.  68,  per  Ld.  Abinger;  Fuller  u.  Fotch, 
Carth.  346. 

'  B.  N.  P.  247.  Examined  copies  ofcourt-roUs  are  admissible,  though  they  are 
not  the  copies  delivered  to  the  tenant  of  the  estate;  Breeze  d.  Hawker,  14  Sim.  350. 

'"  E.  V.  King,  2  T.  E.  234.     Those  in  the  Record  Office  must  be  proved  by 

certified  copies,  see  ante,  ?  1533. 

"  Swift  V.  M'Tiernan,  11  Ir.  Eq.  E.  602,  per  Brady,  Ch.;  Welland  v.  Ld, 
Middleton,  id.  603,  per  Sugden,  Ch. 
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books  of  entry,  records,  deeds,  instruments,  writings,  maps,  plans, 
and  other  official  papers  deposited  in  the  office  of  land  revenue 
records  and  enrolments;'  probably,  poor-rate  books;  ^  perhaps, 
rate  books  kept  by  the  Local  Authorities  under  the  Public  Health 
Act,  1875;''  the  by-laws  of  a  railway  company,  made  pursuant  to 
the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act;*  perhaps  the  Middlesex 
registry  of  deeds;  *  the  Act-book  and  registers  in  the  registry 
of  the  Probate  Division;"  probably  the.  official  log-books  kept 
by  the  masters  of  British  ships  in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854;'  the  books  of  baptisms,*  mar- 
riages,' and  deaths  in  India  which  are  deposited  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  for  India; '"  the  register  of  marriages  in  the  Ionian 
Islands,  which  haS'  been  transmitted  to  the  Registrar-General  by 
the  Lord  High  Commissioner;  "  the  registers  of  marriages  kept 
by  British  consuls  abroad  prior  to  the  28th  of  July,  1849;'^  and 

'  Doe  V.  Roberts,  13  M.  &  W.  520;  2  "W.  4,  c.  1,  .?  15,  et  seq.  ;  7  &  8  V., 
c.  89.  As  ix)  the  proof  of  Crown  leases,  &c.,  recorded  in  Scotland,  see  36  & 
37  v.,  c.  36,  ?  5. 

^  Justice  V.  Elstob,  1  Fost.  &  Fin.  258,  per  Hill,  J.  See,  however,  32  &  33 
v.,  c.  41,  §  18,  cited  ante,  §  147A. 

^  But  see  38  &  39  V.,  c.  55,  ?  223,  which  simply  enacts,  that  "the  produc- 
tion of  the  books  purporting  to  contain  any  rate  or  assessment  made  under 
this  Act  shall,  without  any  other  evidence  whatever,  be  received  as  prim& 
facie  evidence  of  the  making  and  validity  of  the  rates  mentioned  therein. ' ' 

*  Motteram  v.  E.  Cos.  Ey.  Co.,  29  L.  J.,  M.  C.  57;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  58, 
Si  C;  8  &  9  v.,  c.  20,  §§  108—111,  cited  post,  §  1656. 

5  Collins  V.  Maule,  8  C.  &  P.  502,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Doe  v.  Kilner,  2  C.  & 
P.  289. 

«  See  Davis  v.  Williams,  13  East,  232;  Dorret  v.  Meux,  15  Com.  B.  142. 
Entries  in  this  book  may  also  be  proved  by  an  exemplification;  ante,  §  1589. 

'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  U  280—287. 

«  Queen's  Proctor  v.  Fry,  L.  R.,  4  P.  D.  230;  48  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  68,  S.  C. 

'  As  to  Indian  marriages  solemnised  since  the  1st  Jan.  1852,  see  14  &  15 
v.,  c.  40,  §§  21,  22. 

'"  Eatclifl  V.  Ratclifif  and  Anderson,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  467,  in  which  case,  how- 
ever, the  original  book  was  produced.  See,  also,  Rep.  of  1838,  by  Commiss. 
appointed  to  inquire  into  the  state,  &c.,  of  non-parochial  registers,  p.  13. 

"  27  &  28  v.,  c.  77,  §?  8,  10. 

"  12  &  13  v.,  c.  68,  ?  20,  enacts,  among  other  things,  that  "all  marriages, 
both  or  one  of  the  parties  being  subjects  or  a,  subject  of  this  realm,  which, 
before  the  28th  of  July,  1849,  have  been  solemnised  according  to  any  religious 
rites  or  ceremonies,  or  contracted  per  verba  de  prsesenti  in  any  foreign  country 
or  place,  and  reginlered  by  or  under  the  authority  of  any  British  consul-general, 
consul,  or  vice-consul  exercising  his  functions  within  such  country  or  place, 

(4238) 


CHAP.  IV.]       DOCUMENTS  PROVABLE  BY  CERTIFIED  COPIES.  1367 

foreign  registers  of  marriage,  on  proof  that  they  are  required  to  be 
kept  by  the  laws  of  the  countries  to  which  they  respectively  belong.' 
It  would  seem  that  the  rules  of  sstvings-banks  cannot  be  proved, 
under  Lord  Brougham's  Act,  by  certified  copies,  but  that  they  are 
provable,  either  by  the  production  of  the  originals  deposited  with 
the  commissioners  for  the  reduction  of  the  national  debt,  or  by 
examined  copies.'' 

§  1601.  As  the  section  of  Lord  Brougham's  Act,  quoted  above,'  ?  1439 
refers  only  to  such  documents  as  are  not  provable  by  means  of 
copies  under  any  other  statutable  provision,  it  becomes  necessary  to 
enumerate  the  principal  public  registers  and  documents,  certified 
copies  of  which  are  receivable  in  evidence,  by  virtue  of  some  enact- 
ment having  special  reference  to  them.  And  here  it  must  be  recol- 
lected, that  the  mode  of  proof  afforded  by  these  particular  statutes 
has  been  much  simplified  by  the  Documentary  Evidence  Act  of  . 
1845;  and  that  provided  the  certified  copies  respectively  pwrporiE  to 
be  duly  signed  or  sealed,  or  otherwise  authenticated  in  the  manner 
pointed  out  by  statute,  they  will  in  almost  every  case  be  now 
admitted  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seal,  the  signature,  or 
the  official  character  of  the  party  certifying.* 

§  1602.  The  following  list, — contained  in  this  and  the  next  seven    §  J440 
sections, — will,  it  is  hoped,  be  found  practically  useful,  as  it  refers 
to  the  principal  documents  which  are  provable  by  means  of  certified 
copies   under  particular  Acts  of    Parliament.*      The   registers  of 
births,  marriages,  and    deaths,  made  pursuant  to  the  Registration 

'the  signatures  of  the  parties  being  written  in  the  register,  shall  be  deemed  and 
held  to  be  as  valid  in  the  law,  and  cognisable  in  the  like  manner,  as  if  the 
same  had  been  solemnised  within  her  Majesty's  dominions  with  a  due 
observance  of  all  forms  required  by  law." 

'  Abbott  V.  Abbott  and  Godoy,  29  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  57;  4  Swab.  &  Trist. 
254,  S.  C. 

^  26  &  27  v.,  c.  87,  §  4.  "The  copy  of  such  rules  deposited  with  the  said 
commissioners,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  examined  with  the  original,  and  proved 
to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  such  rules  repectively  in  all 
cases."  ''  Ante,  ?  1599. 

*  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  i  1;  cited  ante,  §  7. 

^  As  to  when  certified  copies  of  enrolments  of  instruments  are  admissible  in 
,  evidence,  see  post,  J  J  1649 — 1654. 
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Act  of  1836/  as  amended  by  the  "  Births  and  Deaths  Registration 
Act,  1874  ;"  '^  the  register  books  kept  under  the  Registration  of 
Burials  Act,  1864;'  the  non-parochial  registers  of  births,  baptisms, 
marriages,  deaths,  and  burials,  which  are  deposited  in  the  office  of 
the  Registrar-General,  and  certified  extracts  from  which  are  admis- 
sible, under  certain  regulations,  as  to  notice,  &e.,  in  all  civil  pro- 
ceedings,* though  in  criminal  cases  the  original  register  must  be 

'  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  i  38,  enacts,  that  "the  Registrar-General  shall  cause 
to  be  made  a  seal  of  the  said  register  office,  and  the  Register-General  shall  cause 
to  be  sealed  or  stamped  therewith  all  certified  copies  of  entries  given  in.  the 
said  office;  and  all  ceHified  copies  of  entries  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped 
with  the  seal  of  the  said  register  office  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  birth, 
death,  or  marriage,  to  which  the  same  relates,  without  any  further  or  other 
proof  of  such  entry;  and  no  certified  copy,  purporting  to  be  given  in  the  said 
office,  shall  be  of  any  force  or  effect,  which  is  not  sealed  or  stamped  as  afore- 
said." See,  also,  ?  35,  cited  ante,  p.  1290,  n.  2,  which  authorises  the  clergy- 
man, superintendent  registrar,  and  other  officers,  to  give  certified  copies  of 
the  local  registers;  but  as  the  Act  contains  no  provision  for  making  such 
copies  evidence,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  they  would  be  admissible,  were 
it  not  for  the  Act  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99,  §  14,  cited  ante,  ?  1599.  See  E.  v. 
Mainwaring,  26  L.  J.,  M.  C.  10;  7  Cox,  192;  Dear.  &  Bell,  132,  S.  C;  E.  v. 
"Weaver,  43  L.  J.,  M.  C.  13;  2  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  85;  12  Cox,  527,  S,  C. 

'^  37  &  38  v.,  c.  88,  §  32,  cited  ante,  p.  1290,  n  2. 

s  27  &  28  v.,  c.  97,  §?  5,  6. 

*  3  &  4  v.,  c.  92,  ?  9,  enacts,  that  "the  Eegistrar-General  shall  certify  all 
extracts  which  may  be  granted  by  him  from  the  registers  or  records  deposited, 
or  to  be  deposited,  in  the  said  office,  and  made  receivable  in  evidence  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  herein  contained,  by  causing  them  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with 
the  seal  of  the  office;  and  all  extracts  purporting  to  be  stamped  with  the  seal  of 
the  said  office  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  all  cases,  instead  of  the 
production  of  the  original  registers  or  records  containing  such  entries,  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  provisions  hereiBafter  contained." 

^10  enacts,  that  "  every  extract  granted  by  the  Eegistrar-General  from  any 
of  the  said  registers  or  records,  shall  describe  the  register  or  record  from  which 
it  is  taken,  and  shall  express  that  it  is  one  of  the  registers  or  records  deposited 
in  the  general  register  office  under  this  Act;  and  the  production  of  any  of  the 
said  registers  or  records  from  the  general  register  office,  in  the  custody  of  the 
proper  officer  thereof,  or  the  production  of  any  certified  extract  containing 
such  description  as  aforesaid,  and,  purporting  to  be  stamped  with  the  seal  of 
the  said  office,  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  such  register  or  record  is  one 
of  the  registers  and  records  deposited  in  the  general  register  office  under  this 
Act,  in  all  cases  in  which  the  register  or  record,  or  any  certified  extract  there- 
from, is  herein  respectively  declared  admissible  in  evidence. ' ' 

?  11  enacts,  that  "in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence  on  the 
trial  of  any  cause  in  any  of  the  courts  of  common  law,  [qu.  as  to  the  meaning 
of  these  words  since  the  passing  of  the  judicature  Acts]  or  on  the  hearing  of 
any  matter  which  is  not  a  criminal  case,  at  any  session  of  the  peace  in  England 
or  Wales,  any  extract,  certified  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  from  any  such 
register  or  record,  he  shall  give  notice  in  writing  to  the  opposite  party,  his 
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produced; '  the  registers,  muster-rolls,  and  pay  lists,  transmitted 

attorney  or  agent,  of  his  intention  to  use  such  certified  extract  in  evidence  at 
such  trial  or  hearing,  and  at  the  same  time  shall  deliver  to  him,  his  attorney 
or  agent,  a  copy  of  the  extract,  and  of  the  certificate  thereol;  and  on  proof  by 
affidavit  of  the  service  or  on  admission  of  the  receipt  of  such  notice  and  copy, 
such  certified  extract  shall  be  received  in  evidence  at  such  trial  or  hearing,  if 
the  judge  or  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  such  service  has  been  made  in 
sufficient  time  before  such  trial  or  hearing,  to  have  enabled  the  opposite  party 
to  inspect  the  original  register  or  record,  from  which  such  certified  extract  had 
been  taken,  or  within  such  time  as  shall  be  directed  by  any  rule  to  be  made 
as  hereinafter  provided."  . 

?  12  enacts,  that  "in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence  on  such 
trial  or  hearing  any  original  register  or  record  (instead  of  such  certified 
extract),  he  shall  nevertheless,  within  a  reasonable  time,  give  to  the  opposite 
party  notice  of  his  intention  to  use  such  original  register  or  record  in  evidence, 
and  deliver  to  such  opposite  party  a  copy  of  a  certified  extract  of  the  entry 
or  entries,  which  he  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence." 

§  13  enacts,  that  "in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence  on  any 
examination  of  witnesses,  or  at  the  hearing  of  any  cause,  in  any  court'  of  equity 
[qu.  as  to  the  meaning  of  these  words  since  the  passing  of  the  Judicature 
Acts],  any  extract,  certified  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  he  shall,  ten  clear  days- 
at  the  least  before  publication  shall  pass  in  any  cause,  where  no  commission 
has  issued  for  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  of  the  party  intending  to  give 
such  evidence,  or  where  such  commission  shall  issue,  then  seven  clear  days  at 
the  least  before  the  opening  of  such  commission,  deliver  to  the  clerk  or  clerks 
in  court  of  the  opposite  party  or  parties  a  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention 
to  use  such  certified  extract  in  evidence,  on  the  examination  of  witnesses  or 
at  the  hearing  of  a  cause  (as  the  case  may  be),  and  shall  at  the  same  time 
deliver  to  the  clerk  or  clerks  in  court  of  the  opposite  party  or  parties  a  copy 
or  copies  of  such  extract,  and  of  the  certificate  thereof,  and  thereupon  such 
certificated  extract  shall  be  received  in  evidence:  Provided  that  at  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause  the  service  of  such  certified  copy  and  notice  be  admitted  or 
proved  by  affidavit." 

?  14  enacts,  that  "  in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence,  on  such 
examination  or  hearing  in  any  court  of  equity,  any  original  register  or  record 
(instead  of  such  certificated  extract),  he  shall  nevertheless,  within  the  number 
of  days  hereinbefore  respectively  mentioned,  deliver  to  the  clerk  or  clerks  in 
court  of  the  opposite  party  or  parties  a  notice  of  his  intention  to  use  such 
original  register  or  record  in  evidence,  together  with  a  copy  of  a  certified  ex- 
tract of  the  entry  or  entries  which  he  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence." 

\  15  enacts,  that  "in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence,  upon 
any  petition,  motion,  or  other  interlocutory  proceedings  in  any  coxnt  of  equity 
or  in  the  Master's  office,  any  extract  certified  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  he 
shall  produce  to  the  court  or  Master  (as  the  case  may  be)  an  extract,  certified 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  stating  the  deponent's 
belief  that  the  entry  or  entries  in  the  original  register  or  record  is  correct  and 
genuine." 

I  16  enacts,  that  "in  case  any  party  shall  intend  to  use  in  evidence  in  any 
Ecclesiastical  Omrt,  or  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  any  extract,  certified 

'  See  §  17,  cited  in  next  page. 
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to  the  Registrar- General  of  births  and  deaths  in  England,  in  pur- 
suance of  "The  Registration  of  Births,  Deaths,  and  Marriages 
(Army),  Act,  1879;"'  the  registers  of  the  marriages  of  British 
subjects  in  foreign  countries,  which,  since  the  28th  of  July,  1849, 
have  been  kept  by  British  consuls,  and  certified  copies  of  which  are 
annually  transmitted  through  one  of  the  Secretaries  of  State  to  the 
Registrar-General;^  the  registers  of  births  and  deaths  in  Ireland;' 
the  register- books  kept  under  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  passed 
in  1854  for  the  better  registration  of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages 
in  Scotland;*  the  register  of  irregular  Scotch  marriages ;'*  and  the 
register  of  marriages  in  Ireland,  deposited  in  the  general  register 
office,  at  Dublin." 

as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  he  shall  plead  and  prove  the  same  in  the  same 
manner  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  the  same  were  an  extract  from  the 
parish  register,  save  and  except  that  any  such  extract,  certified  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  shall  be  pleaded  and  received  in  proof  without  its  being  necessary 
to  prove  the  collation  of  such  extract  with  the  original  register  or  record: 
Provided  always,  that  the  judge  of  the  court,  on  cause  shown  by  any  party 
to  the  suit  (or  of  his  own  motion  when  the  proceedings  are  in  posnam),  may, 
after  publication,  issue  a  monition  for  the  production  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause  of  the  original  register  or  record  containing  the  entry  to  which  such 
certified  extract  relates." 

?  17  enacts,  that  "in  all  criminal  cases,  in  which  it  shall  be  necessary  to 
use  in  evidence  any  entry  or  entries  contained  in  any  of  the  said  registers  or 
records,  such  evidence  shall  be  given  by  producing  to  the  court  the  original 
register  or  record." 

All  the  above  enactments  have  been  extended  to  the  registers  deposted  un- 
der 21  &  22  v.,  c.  25,  by  §  3  of  that  Act.  '  42  V.,  c.  8. 

'  12  &  13  v.,  c.  68,  ??  11,  12,  18.  '  26  &  27  V.,  c.  11,  §  5,  Ir. 

*  17  &  18  v.,  c.  80,  I  58,  enacts,  that  "every  extract  of  any  entry  in  the 
registry  books  to  be  kept  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  duly  authenticated 
and  signed  by  the  Registrar-General,  if  such  extract  shall  be  from  the  registers 
kept  at  the  general  registry  office,  or  by  the  registrar,  if  from  any  parochial  or 
district  register,  shall  be  adrnissible  as  evidence  in  all  parts  of  her  Majesty's 
dominions,  without  any  other  further  proof  of  such  entry."  As  the  Docum. 
Evid.  Act  of  1845  does  not  extend  to  Scotland,  it  would  seem  to  be  still 
necessary  to  prove  the  signatures  and  official  characters  of  the  persons  sign- 
ing these  extracts.     See  ante,  ?  7. 

'  19  &  20  v.,  c.  96,  2  2,  enacts,  in  substance,  that  any  certified  copy  of  the 
entry  of  any  irregular  marriage  in  the  Scottish  register  of  mai-riages,  shall,  if 
signed  by  the  registrar,  be  received  in  evidence  of  such  marriage,  and  of  the 
residence  in  Scotland  required  by  the  Act,  in  all  courts  in  the  United  Kingdom 
and  dominions  thereunto  belonging.  The  signature  of  the  registrar  seems  to 
require  proof.     See  preceding  note. 

«  7  &  8  v.,  c.  81,  U  52,  71,  Ir.     This  last  section  is  the  same  as  ?- 38  of 
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§  1603.  Next  come  registers  and  books  kept  at  the  Patent  §  1440 
Office,  and  patents  for  inventions,  specifications,  disclaimers,  and 
all  other  documents  in  that  office,  which  are  provable  by  printed 
or  written  copies  or  extracts,  purporting  to  be  certified  by  the 
comptroller,  and  sealed  with  the  office  seal;'  the  documents  re- 
lating to  the  election  of  members  of  parliament,  deposited  with 
the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  in  Chancery,^  which,  when  admissible  in 
evidence  at  all,  may  be  proved ,  by  office  copies  issued  by  such 
clerk;'  the  valuation  of  rateable  property  in  Ireland,  and  all 
field-books  and  documents  relating  thereto,  which  are  provable  by 
copies  or  extracts  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  Commissioner  of 
valuations,  or  by  his  deputy,*  or  for  the  purposes  of  any  proceeding 
in  any  Civil  Bill  Court,  by  the  .clerk  of  the  union  in  the  ratebook 
of  which  the  valuation  appears;'  the  valuation- lists  of  property  in 
the  Metropolis,  which  may  be  proved  by  duplicates  or  copies 
certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  assessment  committee  that  approved 
them;^  the  documents  kept  by  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  com- 
panies, copies  or  extracts  from  which,  certified  under  the  hand  of 
the  registrar  or  his  authorised  substitute,  and  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  office,  are  receivable  in  evidence;  '  the  reports  of  inspectors 

6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  cited  ante,  p.  1368,  n.  1,  excepting  only  that  it  is  confined 
to  marriages.     See,  also,  26  &  27  V.,  c.  90,  Ir. 

1  46  &  47  v.,  c.  57,  ?  89.  §  lOO  of  the  same  Act  further  provides,  that 
"  copies  of  all  specifications,  drawings,  and  amendments  left  at  the  Patent 
Office  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  printed  for  and  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  Patent  Office,  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Edinburgh  Museum  of 
Science  and  Art,  and  to  the  Enrolments  Office  of  the  Chancery  Division  in 
Ireland,  and  to  the  Rolls  Office  in  the  Isle  of  Man,  within  twenty-one  days 
after  the  same  shall  respectively  have  been  accepted  or  allowed  at  the  Patent 
Office  ;  and  certified  copies  of,  or  extracts  from,  any  such  document  shall  be 
given  to  any  person  requiring  the  same,  on  payment  of  the  prescribed  fee ; 
and  any  such  copy  or  extract  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  all  courts  in 
Scotland  and  Ireland  and  in  the  Isle  of  Man  without  further  proof  or  pro- 
duction of  the  originals. " 

^  See  ante,  1 1516,  n.  6.  '  35  &  36  V.,  c.  33,  Sch.  1,  Part  1, 1.  42. 

*  23  &.24  v.,  c.  4,  §  9,  Ir.  MO  &  41  V.,  c.  56,  I  32,  Ir. 

«  32  &  33  v.,  c.  67,  |  64. 

'  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  ?  174,  rr.  4,  5,  8.  To  make  assurance  doubly  sure,  the 
Act  of  40  &  41  v.,  c.  26,  enacts,  in  §  6,  that  "any  copy  of  or  extract  from 
any  of  the  documents  or  part  of  the  documents  kept  and  registered  at  any  of 
the  offices  for  the  registration' of  joint  stock  companies  in  England,  Scotland, 
or  Ireland,  if  duly  certified  to  be  a  true  copy  under  the  hand  of  the  registrar 
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appointed  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  which  are  provable  by 
copies  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  Company  whose  affairs  have 
been  inspected; '  the  book  kept  at  the  Hall  of  the  Stationers'  Com- 
pany, wherein  are  registered  the  proprietorships  and  assignments  of 
copyright  in  books,  and  in  dramatic  and  musical  pieces,  whether 
printed  or  in  manuscript,  and  licences  affecting  such  copyright;'' 
the  register  of  proprietors  of  copyright  in  paintings,  drawings,  and 
photographs,  which  is  also  kept  at  Stationers'  Hall; "  the  registers 
authorised  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Naturalization  Act, 
1870,  entries  in  which  shall  be  proved  by  such  certified  copies  as 
may  be  directed  by  one  of  the  Secretaries  of  State;  *  the  register 
of  Newspaper  proprietors,  which  is  kept  by  the  Registrar  of  joint- 
stock  companies,  and  copies  of  entries  in  which,  certified  by  the 
registrar  or  his  deputy,  or  under  the  official  seal  of  the  registrar, 
are  in  all  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  sufficient  primd  facie 
evidence  of  all  matters  thereby  appearing;'*  the  registers  of 
licences  kept  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  for  regulating  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,  which  are  receivable  in  evidence  of  the  matters 
required  to  be  entered  therein,*  and  the  entries  in  which  are  ■ 
provable  by  copies  certified  to  be  true,  and  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  licensing  justices.' 

§  1604.  Again,  the  registers  of  British  ships,, and  all  declarations  §1440 
made  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  with  respect  to 
the  ownership,  measurement,  and  registry  of  British  shipg,  are 
respectively  provable  either  by  the  production  of  the  originals, 
or  by  examined  copies,  or  by  copies  purporting  to  be  certified  under 
the  hand  of   the  registrar  or  other  person  having  the  charge  of 


or  one  of  the  assistant-registrars  for  the  time  being,  and  whom  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  prove  to  be  the  registrar  or  assistanl^registrar,  shall,  in  all 
legal  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  and  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  be  received 
in  evidence  as  of  equal  validity  with  the  original  document." 

•  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §61. 

"  5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  §  11,  cited  ante,  ?  1511,  n.  4  ;  add  7  &  8  V.,  c.  12,  §  8. 
»  25  &  26  v.,  c.  68,  §§4,5. 

•  33  &  34  v.,  c.  14,  §  12,  subs.  4. 
''44&45  v.,  c.  60,  §15. 

•  35  &  36  v.,  c.  94,  §  58.     See,  also,  37  &  38  V,,  c.  69,  §§  35,  36,  Ir. 
'Id. 
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the  originals;'  the  regulations  for  preventing  eollisions  at  sea, 
and  the  rules  concerning  lights,  fog  signals,  steering  and  sailing,'' 
are  provable  by  the  production,  either  of  the  Gazette  in  which  any 
order  in  council  concerning  them  is  published,  or  of  a  copy  of 
them  purporting  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  secretaries  or  assistant 
secretaries  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  or  to  be  sealed  ■with  the  seal  of 
the  board;'  and  copies  of  the  lists  and  other  documents  recorded 
in  the  General  Register  and  Beeord  OfiSceof  Seam  en,  pro vide"d  they 
be  certified  by  the  registrar-general  of  seamen,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  as  fully  as  the  originals.* 

'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  i  107,  enacts,  that  "every  register  of,  or  declaration  ' 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  second  part  of  this  Act  in  respect  of,  any  British 
ship,  maybe  proved  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by 
law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  receive  evidence,  either  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  original,  or  by  an  examined  copy  thereof,  or  by  copy  thereof 
purporting  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  registrar  or  other  person 
having  the  charge  of  the  original;  which  certified  copies  he  is  hereby  required 
to  furnish  to  any  person  applying  at  a  reasonable  time  for  the  same,  upon 
payment  of  one  shilling  for  each  such  certified  copy;  and  every  such  register 
or  copy  of  a  register,  and  also  every  certificate  of  registry  of  any  British  ship, 
'purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  registrar  or  other  proper  officer,  shall  be 
received  in  evidence  in  any  court  of  justice  or  before  any  person  having  by 
law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  receive  evidence,  as  prim^  facie 
proof  oif  all  the  matters  contained  or  recited  in  such  register,  when  the 
register  or  such  copy  is  produced,  and  of  all  the  matters  contained  in  or 
indorsed  on  such  certificate  of  registry,  and  purporting  to  be  authenticated 
by  the  signature  of  a  registrar,  when  such  certificate  is  produced."  See  18  & 
19  v.,  c.  91,  2  15,  which  enacts,  that  "the  copy  or  transcript  of  the  register 
of  any  British  ship,  which  is  kept  by  the  chief  registrar  of  shipping  at  the 
custom-house  in  Jl,ondon,  or  by  the  registrar-general  of  seamen,  under  the 
direction  of  her  Majesty's  Commissioners  of  customs  or  of  the  Board  of 
Trade,  shall  have  the  same  efiect  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  the  original 
register  of  which  the  same  is  a  copy  or  transcript."    See  post,  §  1778. 

^  See  Ord.  in  Conn,  of  11th  Aug.,  1884,  which  came  into  operation  on 
1st  Sept.,  1884,  so  far  as  regards  Pritish  ships  and  boats;  and  Ord.  in  Conn, 
of  14th  Aug.,  1879,  which  applies  to  the  ships  of  certain  foreign  countries. 
This  last  Ord.  is  set  out  in  L.  E.,  4  P.  D.  241;  and  49  L.  J.,  Ord.  &  Rules, 
p.  1.  See  also  "  Rule  of  the  Road  at  Sea,"  by  Thos.  Gray,  4th  Ed.,  1884. 
^  25  &  26  v.,  c.  63,  §  26.     See,  also,  ?  1527,  ante. 

*  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104, '?  277,  enacts,  that  "  all  shipping  masters  and  officers 
of  customs  shall  take  charge  of  all  documents  which  are  delivered  or  trans- 
mitted to  or  retained  by  them  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  and  shall  keep  them 
for  such  time  (if  any)  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  settling  any 
business  arising  at  the  place  where  such  documents  come  into  their  hands,  or 
for  any  other  proper  purpose,  and  shall,  if  required,  produce  them  for  any  of 
such  purposes,  and  shall  then  transmit  them  to  the  regjstrar-general  of  sea- 
men to  be  by  him  recorded  and  preserved;  and  the  said  registrar  shall,  on 
payment  of  a  moderate  fee  to  be  fixed  by  the  Board  ot  Trade,  or  without 
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§  1604a.  All  records  made  in  regimental  books  in  pursuance  of 
any  Act,  or  of  the  Queen's  regulations,  or  of  military  duty,  are,  by 
virtue  of  the  Army  Act,  1881,  rendered  admissible  in  evidence  of  the 
facts  therein  stated,  provided  they  purport  to  be  signed  by  the 
commanding  officer  or  by  the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  make  them; 
and  a  copy  of  any  such  record,  purporting  to  be  certified  by  the 
officer  having  the  custody  of  such  book,  is  evidence  of  such  record.' 
So,  also,  all  warrants  or  orders  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Army  Act, 
1881,  by  any  military  authority  are  "  evidence  of  the  matters  and 
things  therein  directed  to  be  stated,"  and  may  be  proved  by  copies' 
purporting  to  be  certified  "by  the  officers  therein  alleged  to  be 
authorised  by  a  Secretary  of  State  or  Commander-in-Chief,  to' 
certify  the  same."  ^  Again,  the  attestation  paper '  purporting  to 
be  signed  by  a  soldier,  or  his  declaration  made  on  re-engagement 
in  any  of  the  regular  forces,  or  on  any  enrolment  in  any  branch 
of  the  service,  is  evidence  of  his  having  given  the  answers  to 
questions  which  he  is  therein  represented  as  'having  given;  and 
his  enlistment  may  be  proved  by  a  copy  of  his  attestation  paper, 
purporting  to  be  certified  by  the  officer  having  the  custody  of 
such  document.* 


§  1605.  The  same  mode  of  proof  applies  to  the  rules  for  the   ^  1440 
management  of  the  property,  finances,  and  civil  affairs  of  Volunteer 
Corps,  which  are  provable  by  copies  certified  under  the  hands  of 
the   respective  commanding  officers   as  true  copies  of    the  rules 
whereof   her  Majesty's  approval  has  been  notified;^  the  rules  of 

payment  of  any  lee  if  the  Board  of  Trade  so  directs,  allow  any  person  to 
inspect  the  same,  and  In  cases  in  which  the  production  of  the  original  of  any 
such  document  in  any  court  of  justice  or  elsewhere  is  essential,  shall  produce 
the  same,  and  in  other  cases  shall  make  and  deliver  to  any  person  requiring 
it  a  certified  copy  of  any  such  document  or  of  any  part  thereof;  and  every 
copy  purporting  to  be  so  made  and  certified,  shall  be  received  in  evidence, 
and  shall  have  all  the  effect  of  the  original  of  which  It  purports  to  be  a 
copy."     See,  also,  §  138,  cited  post,  §  1623. 

'  44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  §  163,  subs.  1  (g)  and  1  (h).  ?  163  of  this  Act  applies 
to  all  proceedings  under  the  Eeserve  Forces  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  V.,  c.  48,  §  27; 
and  the  Militia  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  V  ,  c.  49,  ?  44,  subs.  2. 

^  id.,  §  163,  subs.  1  (a). 

'  Id.,  §  80.  *  Id.,  §  163,  subs.  1  (a). 

^  26  &  27  v.,  c.  65,  ?  24.  See,  also,  36  &  37  V.,  c.  77,  §  22,  as  to  proof 
of  the  rules  of  the  Naval  Artillery  Volunteer  Force. 
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Reformatory  schools,  which  are  provable  by  copies  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  inspector  of  such  establishments ;'  the  rules  of 
Industrial  schools,  which  are  provable  in  like  manner,  excepting 
that  the  copies  must,  as  it  seems,  be  in  print,  and  the  rules  them- 
selves must  purport  to  have  been  approved  in  writing  by  a  Secretary 
of  State;  ^  the  rules  of  Loan  societies,  which  may  be  proved  either 
by  the  book  in  which  they  are  entered,  or  by  the  transcript  depo- 
sited with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  town  clerk,  or  by  an  examined 
copy  of  such  transcript,  or  by  a  copy  certified  by  the  barrister 
appointed  for  that  purpose ;  ^  the  rules  of  Building  societies,  which 
may  be  proved  by  "  a  printed  copy  certified  by  the  secretary  or 
other  officer  of  the  society  to  be  a  true  copy  of  its  registered 
rules;"*  and  the  rules  of  Friendly  societies,  which  may,  as  it  would 
seem,  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be  certified  by  the  central 
of&ce.= 

§  1606.  The  memorials  setting  forth  the  firm  names,  and  the  ?  1440 
names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  members  and  public  ofiicers  of 
banking  copartnerships,"  which  are  kept  at  the  Office  of  Inland 
Revenue,'  may  be  proved  by  copies  certified  under  the  hand  of  one 
of  the  commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue;  the  minutes  of  the  orders 
given  by  any  board  of  guardians  or  district  board,  respecting  any 
complaint,  claim,  or  application  made  to  them,  may  be  proved  by  a 
copy  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  board,  and  to 
be  sealed  with  their  seal,  and  to  be  countersigned  by  their  clerk;' 


'  29  &  30  v.,  c.  117,  §  33;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  59,  ?  29,  Ir. 

2  29  &  30  v.,  c.  118,  ?  29;  31  &  32  V.,  u.  25,  |  23,  Ir. 

3  3  &  4  v.,  c.  110,  ^  7j  26  &  27  V.,  c.  56. 
*  37  &  38  v.,  c.  42,  |  20. 

5  See  38  &  39  V.,  c.  60,  ?  10,  subs.  4;  and  18  &  19  V.,  c.  63,  §  30.  See, 
also,  ?  39  of  38  &  39  V.,  c.  60,  cited  post,  §  1609. 

8  7  G.  4,  c.  46,  ??  4,  6. 

'  12&13V.,c.  1,  §5. 

8  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,  ?  69,  enacts,  that  "  every  copy  of  a  minute  of  any  order, 
complaint,  claim,  application,  or  authority  of  any  such  board  of  guardians  or 
district  board,  purporting  respectively  to  be  signed  by  the  presiding  chairman 
of  such  guardians  or  district  board,  and  to  be  sealed  with  their  seal,  and  to  be 
countersigned  by  their  clerk,  shall,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  be  taken  to 
be  sufficient  proof  of  the  directions  respecting  such  order,  complaint,  claim, 
or  application  having  been  given  as  alleged  in  the  copy  of  such  minute,  and 
shall  be  received  in  evidence  accordingly  by  and  before  all  courts  of  justice 
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the  orders  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  matters  in  lunacy,  and 
the  reports  of  the  masters  in  lunacy,  confirmed  by  fiat,  may  be 
proved  by  office  copies  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  registrar  in 
lunacy,  and  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  his  office.'  A 
variety  of  other  documents  filed  in  lunacy,  and  enumerated  in  the 
Lunacy  Orders,  1883,  Ord.  109,  may  be  proved  by  office  copies 
made  by  the  officers  in  the  Master's  office;  the  licences,  orders,  and 
instruments,  granted,  made,  issued,  or  authorised  by  the  Commis- 
sioners in  Lunacy,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  8  &  9  V.,  c.  100, 
may  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with 
the  seal  of  the  commission; '  all  orders  made  by  the  Commissioners 
of  Public  Works  in  Ireland,  by  virtue  of  the  Drainage  Maintenance 
Act  of  1866,  are  made  provable  by  copies  purporting  to  be  sealed 
by  the  commissioners;  ^  orders  and  resolutions  of  the  local  authori- 
ties under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  or  of  their  committees  or 
and  all  justices  without  any  proof  of  the  signatures,  or  of  the  official  charac- 
ters of  the  persons  signing  the  same,  or  of  such  seal,  or  of  such  meeting." 
This  ?  is  not  very  intelligibly  worded,  but  its  substance  appears  to  be  as  stated 
in  the  text. 

'  16 &  17  v.,  c.  70,  ?  100,  enacts,  that  "every  order  made  in  a  matter  in 
lunacy  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  intrusted  as  aforesaid,  when  drawn  up  by  the 
registrar  in  lunacy,  and  signed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  intrusted  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  entered  by  the  registrar  in  lunacy  in  a  proper  book  to  be  provided 
by  him  for  that  purpose;  and  he  shall  furnish  office  copies  of  any  order,  or 
of  any  report  confirmed  by  fiat,  or  of  any  part  thereof  respectively,  signed 
by  him,  and  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  his  office,  to  every  party  in 
the  matter,  or  other  person  entitled  thereto,  who  shall  require  the  same;  and 
every  office  copy  of  the  whole  of  any  order,  or  report  confirmed  as  aforesaid, 
purporting  to  be  so  signed  and  sealed,  or  stamped  with  such  seal,  shall  at  all 
times,  and  on  behalf  of  all  persons,  and  whether  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
or  otherwise,  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  order,  or  report  confirmed  as 
aforesaid,  of  which  it  purports  to  be  a  copy,  without  any  further  proof 
thereof." 

^  8  &  9  v.,  c.  100,  §  7,  enacts,  that  "all  such  licences,  orders,  and  instru- 
ments, or  copies  thereof,  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of 
the  commission,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  same  respectively,  and  of 
the  same  respectively  having  been  granted,  made,  issued,  or  authorised  by  the 
commissioners,  without  any  further  proof  thereof;  and  no  such  licence,  order, 
or  instrument,  or  copy  thereof,  shall  be  valid,  or  have  any  force  or  effect, 
unless  the  same  shall  be  so  sealed  or  stamped  as  aforesaid. "  These  last  words 
seem  to  exclude  all  examined  copies.  Some  few  orders  and  instruments  are 
exempted  from  the  operation  of  this  section,  the  Act  expressly  requiring  them 
to  be  given  or  signed  and  sealed  by  one  commissoner  or  by  two  commissioners. 
See  16  &  17  v.,  c.  96. 

3  29  &  30  v.,  c.  49,  ?  20,  Ir. 
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joint  boards,  may  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be  signed  by 
the  chairman  of  their  respective  meetings; '  orders  or  regulations, 
made  or  issued  by  a  local  authority  under  "  The  Contagious 
Diseases  Animals  Act,  1874,"  may  be  proved  by  the  production  of 
a  newspaper  purporting  to  contain  a  copy  of  them  as  an  advertise- 
ment, or  by  the  production  of  a  copy  purporting  to  be  certified  as  a 
true  copy  by  the  clerk  of  the  local  authority;^  licences  and  rules 
confirmed  or  made  under  the  Explosives  Act,  1875,  may  be  proved 
by  copies  certified  by  a  government  inspector;  ^  orders  of  detention 
in  Industrial  schools,  which  must  be  signed  by  two.  justices  or  a 
magistrate,  may  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be  certified  by 
the  clerk  to  the  justices  or  magistrate  by  whom  the  same  were 
made;*  and  the  orders  of  justices  for  forming  a  highway  district, 
are  provable  by  copies  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  ^ 


§  1607.  The  awards  and  orders  made  or  confirmed  by  the  In-  ?  1440 
closure  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales,  and  other  instru- 
ments proceeding  from  their  board,  may  be  proved  by  copies  pur- 
porting to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  board ;^  the  copies  of  the 
confirmed  awards  of  the  same  commissioners,  which  are  deposited 
with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  where  the  lands  inclosed 
are  situate,  are  provable  by  copies  or  extracts  "  signed  by  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  or  his  deputy,  purporting  the  same  to  be  a  true 
copy;" '  the  plans  and  books  of  reference  deposited,  by  railway 
companies  with  the  clerks  of  the  peace,  may  be  proved  by 
copies  or  extracts  certified  by  those  officers ; '  the  minutes  of  the' 
proceedings  of  the  Board  of  Charity  Commissioners,  and  all  orders, 
.certificates,  and  schemes  made  or  approved  by  them,  are  provable 
by  copies  purporting  to  be  extracted  from  the  books  of  the  board. 


1 

'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55,  Sch.  1,  E.  1,  sub-rule  10,  and  E.  2,  sub-rule  8. 

Ml  &  42  v.,  c.  74,  ?  44.  ,  '  38  &  39  V.,  c.  17,  ?  60. 

*  29  &  30  v.,  c.  118,  ?  24;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  25,  ?  18,  Ir.  Warrants  of  deten- 
tion in  Eeformatory  Schools  cannot,  it  seenis,  be  proved  by  copies.  See 
29  &  30  v.,  c.  117,  §  33;  and  31  &  32  V.,  c.  59,  §  29,  Ir. 

5  27  &  28  v.,  c.   101,  §  12.  «  8  &  9  v.,  c.  118,  §  2. 

'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  118,  §  146.  See,  also,  41  G.  3,  c.  109,-  §  35;  and  3  &  4 
W.  4,  c.  87,  §§  2,  4. 

«  8  &  9  v.,  c.  20,  §  10.     See  post,  §  1637. 
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and  to  be  certified  by  the  secretary; '  all  deeds  of  exchange  made 
by  ecclesiastical  corporations  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for 
facilitating  the  exchange  of  lands  lying  in  common  fields,  and  all 
leases  and  other  instruments  made  under  the  Act  for  enabling 
incumbents  of  ecclesiastical  benefices  to  demise  their  lands  on  farm- 
ing leases,  which  are  respectively  entered  in  the  proper  ecclesiastical 
registry,  may  be  proved  by  office  copies  certified  under  the  hand  of 
the  registrar  or  his  deputy; "  all  counterparts  of  leases  and  other 
instruments  deposited  with  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  for 
England,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  enabling  ecclesiastical 
corporations  to  grant  leases  for  long  terms,  are  provable  by  office 
copies  certified  under  the  seal  of  the  commissioners;''  and  all 
agreements  and  awards,  apportionments,  maps,  or  plans,*  confirmed 
by  the  Tithe  Commissioners,  and  other  instruments  proceeding  from 
their  Board,  are  provable  by  copies  purporting  to  be  sealed  or 
stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  board.  ^    , 

§  1608.  Again,  the  order  of  a  general  meeting  of  any  company   §  1440 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the   Companies  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  authorising  the  borrowing  of  any  money,  is  provable  by  a  copy 
certified  to  be  true  by  one  of  the  directors  or  by  the  secretary;" 

'  16  &  17  v.,  c.  137,  I  8,  enacts,  that  "  the  said  Board  shall  cause  minutes 
of  their  proceedings,  and  all  orders,  certificates,  and  schemes  made  or 
approved  by  them  under  this  Act,  to  be  entered  in  books  to  be  provided  and 
kept  for  such  purpose,  and  all  such  entries  shall  be  signed  by  their  secretary; 
and  all  copies  purporting  to  be  extracted  from  the  books  of  the  said  board, 
and  to  be  certified  by  their  secretary,  of  any  such  minutes,  orders,  certificates, 
and  schemes  entered  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  pro- 
ceedings to  which  such  minutes  shall  relate,  and  of  such  orders,  certificates, 
or  schemes,  and  of  the  making  or  approval  thereof  (as  thg  case  may  require) 
by  the  said  board,  without  further  proof  thereof."  See,  also,  18  &  19  Y., 
c.  124,  ??  4  &  5,  cited  ante,  p.  12,  n.  3. 

M  &  5  W.  4,  c.  30,  U  10,  11;  5  &  6  V.,  o.  27,  ?  14. 

^  5  &  6  v.,  c.  108,  ?  29,  enacts,  that  such  office  copies,  "  shall,  in  any  action 
against  the  lessee,  and  in  all  other  cases,  be  admitted  and  allowed  in  all  courts 
whatsoever  as  legal  evidence  of  the  contents  of  such  instrument  or  docu- 
ment, and  of  the  due  execution  thereof  by  the  parties  who  on  the  face  of 
such  office  copy  shall  apjiear  to  have  executed  the  same,  and  in  the  case  of 
any  lease,  grant,  or  confirmation,  of  the  due  execution  by  the  lessee  of  the 
counterpart  thereof"  *  Giffard  v.  "Williams,  38  L.  J.,  Ch.  597. 

*  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  §?  2,  64.  The  tithe  commutation  maps  are  not  made 
evidence  by  this  Act  of  the  boundaries  of  lands  as  between  two  proprietors. 
Wilberforce  I).  Hearfleld,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  584,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  L.  R.,  5  Ch. 
D.  709,  S.  C.  »  8&9V.,  c.  16,  §40. 
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all  entries  made  in  the  registers  of  common  lodging-houses  kept 
under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,'  are  provable  by  copies  certified 
to  be  true  by  the  person  having  charge  of  the  register;  ^  the  licenses 
granted  by  the  Inspectors  of  Irish  Fisheries  for  the  formation  of 
oyster  beds,  are  provable  by  copies  testified  under  the  hand  of 
the  respective  clerks  of  the  peace  with  whom  true  copies  of  the 
originals  shall  have  been  lodged;^  the  books  kept  at  the  oiSce  of 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Police  of  the  Metropolis,  in  which  are 
entered  the  particulars  of  the  licences  granted  to  the  drivers,  con- 
ductors, and  watermen  of  metropolitan  public  carriages,  and  all 
entries  therein,  may  be  proved  by  copies  purporting  to  be  certified 
by  the  persons  having  the  charge  of  the  books;  *  and  the  duplicates 
or  copies  of  stage-carriage  licences,  filed  in  the  Of&ce  of  Inland 
Bevenue  whence  the  licences  issue,  are  provable  by  copies  purport- 
ing to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Inland  Revenue,  or  of  the  officer  by  whom  the  licence  has  been 
granted,  or  of  some  other  person  appointed  and  authorised  by  the 
commissioners  in  that  behalf.^ 

'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55. 

'  ^76  enacts,  that  "a  copy  of  any  entry  made  in  such  register,  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  the  local  authority  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  received  in  all 
courts  and  on  all  occasions  as  evidence,  and  shall  be  sufficient  proof  of  the 
matter  registered,  without  production  of  the  register,  or  of  any  document  or 
thing  on  which  the  entry  is  founded ;  and  a  certified  copy  of  any  such  entry 
shall  besupplied  gratis  by  the  clerk  to  any  person  applying  at  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  same."     See,  also,  the  Scotch  Act,  30  &  31  V.,  c.  101,  i  61. 

'  29  &  30  v.,  c.  97,  §  7  Ir. ;  amended  by  33  &  33  V.,  c.  92,  Ir. 

*  6  &  7  v.,  e.  86,  ^  16,  enacts,  that  "the  particulars  of  every  licence  which 
shall  be  granted  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  entered  in  books  to  be  kept  for  that 
purpose  at  the  office  of  the  [Commissioners  of  the  Police  of  the  Metropolis; 
see  13  &  14  V.,  c.  7,  §§  1  and  2];  and  in  all  courts  and  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  upon  all  occasions  whatsoever,  a  copy  of  any  entry  made  in 
any  such  book,  and  certified  by  the  person  having  the  charge  thereof  to  be  a 
true  copy,  shall  be  received  as  evidence,  and  be  deemed  sufficient  proof  of 
all  things  therein  registered,  without  requiring  the  production  of  the  said  book, 
or  of  any  licence,  or  of  any  requisition  or  other  document  upon  which  any 
such  entry  may  be  founded  ;  and  every  person  applying  at  all  reasonable 
times  shall  be  furnished  with  a  certified  copy  of  the  particulars  respecting  any 
licensed  person  without  payment  of  any  fee."  It  is  difficult  to  discover 
whether  the  above  provision  has  been  affected  in  any  way  by  the  Act  of  16 
&  17  v.,  c.  33.  See,  also,  33  &  33  V.,  c.  115,  ^^  6,  8,  11,  15.  The  Act  of 
16  &  17  v.,  c.  112,  contains,  in  ?  12,  a  somewhat  similar  enactment  as  to 
licences  granted  to  drivers  and  conductors  of  public  carriages  in  Dublin. 

M2  &  13  v.,  c.  1,  §  16.     See  10  &  11  V.,  c.  42. 
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§  1608a.  The  inconvenience  caused  to  bankers  by  constantly 
having  their  clerks  subpoenaed  to  produce  the  books  of  the  firm  in 
courts  of  justice  was,  in  1876,  felt  to  be  so  great,  that  the  Legisla- 
ture determined  to  apply  a  remedy  to  the  evil.  Owing,  however,  to 
the  draughtsman's  want  of  skill  the  first  attempt  ignominiously 
failed;  for  the  Act,  that  was  passed  for  the  purpose,  turned  out  to 
be  practically  inoperative.'  In  1879  a  fresh  effort  was  made,  which 
has  met  with  at  least  partial  success.  The  law  on  the  subject  is 
now  embodied  in  "  The  Bankers'  Books  Evidence  Act,  1879,"  ' 
which  in  substance  enacts  as  follows: — 1.  Subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  a  copy  of  any  entry  in  a  banker's  book, — which  term 
includes  ledgers,  day  books,  cash  books,  account  books,  and  all 
other  books  used  in  the  ordinary  business  of  the  bank,^ — shall,  in 
all  legal  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  including  arbitrations,*  and 
for  or  against  any  one,^  be  received  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  such 
entry,  and  of  the  matters,  transactions  and  accounts  therein 
recorded.*  But  such  copy  cannot  be  received  unless  proof  be  given 
that  the  book  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  entry,  one  of 
the  ordinary  books  of  the  bank,  and  is  in  the  custody  or  control  of 
the  bank,  and  that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.'  Such  proof  may  be  given  by  a  partner  or  officer  of  the 
bank,  and  either  orally  or  by  affidavit. ^  The  copy  must  also  be 
an  examined  copy,  and  proof  of  that  fact  "  shall  be  given  by  some 
person  who  has  examined  the  copy  with  the  original  entry,"  and 
may  be  given  either  orally  or  by  affidavit."  Sect.  6  then  goes  on 
to  enact,  that  "  A  banker  or  officer  of  a  bank  shall  not,  in  any 
legal  proceeding  to  which  the  bank  is  not  a  party,  be  compellable 
to  produce  any  banker's  book,"  or  to  appear  as  a  witness  to  prove 
the  matters  therein  recorded,  unless  by  order  of  a  judge  '"  made  for 
special  cause."     Under  Sect.  7  the  court  or  judge  is  empowered, 


'  39  &  40  v.,  c.  48;  repealed  by  42  V.,  c.  11,  g  2. 

M2V.,  C.  11.  M2V.,  0.11,  §9. 

'  ?10. 

5  Harding  v.  Williams,  L.  R.,  14  Ch.  D.  197,  per  Fry,  J.;  49  L.  J..  Ch. 
661,  S.  C.  "2  3.  '  H.  M  4.  »  ?  5. 

'"  This  term  includes  the  judge  of  a  county  court  with  respect  to  any  action 
in  such  court.     ?  10. 

''  The  costs  of  such  an  order  are  "  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  judge." 
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on  the  application  of  any  party  to  a  legal  proceeding,  to  order ' 
"  that  such  a  party  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  any 
entries  in  a  banker's  book  for  any  of  the  purposes  of  such  pro- 
ceedings;"  and  any  such  order  may  be  made  with  or  without 
summoning  the  bank  or  any  other  party,^  "  and  shall  be  served  on 
the  bank  three  clear  days'  before  the  same  is  to  be  obeyed, 
unless  the  court  or  judge  otherwise  directs."  It  only  remains  to 
observe  that  this  statute  applies  to  all  ordinary  banks,  all  savings 
banks,  all  post-ofiS.ce  saving  banks,*  and  all  companies  carrying 
on  the  business  of  bankers  to  which  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  to 
1880,  apply,  provided  these  last  have  duly  furnished  to  the  registrar 
of  joint-stock  companies  the  prescribed  lists  and  summaries;^  and 
that  it  endeavours, — with  very  questionable  success, —  to  facilitate, 
in  Sect.  9,  the  proof  of  "  any  person,  persons,  partnership,  or 
company  "  being  included  within  any  one  of  these  categories.' 

§  1609.  "  The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,"  contains  a  peculiar 
clause  with  respect  to  documentary  evidence;  for  instead  of  adopt- 
ing the  almost  stereotyped  form  of  rendering  admissible  the  certi- 

^  See  Da  vies  v.  White,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  275,  as  to  what  afiSdavit  will  be 
required  in  support  of  the  application  for  the  order. 

^  Not-wfithstanding  these  general  words,  an  order  to  inspect  will  not  be 
granted  ex  parte  in  any  civil  proceeding.  See  Da  vies  v.  White,  53  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  275. 

'  Exclusive  of  Sunday,  Christmas  Day,  Good  Friday,  and  any  Bank 
Holiday.     §  11. 

*  §9. 

5  45  &  46  v.,  c.  72,  |  11  subs.  2. 

°  §  9  is  as  follows: — "In  this  Act  the  expressions  'bank'  and  'banker' 
mean  any  person,  persons,  partnership,  or  company  carrying  on  the  business 
of  bankers,  and  having  duly  made  a  return  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland 
Revenue,  and  also  any  savings  bank  certified  under  the  Acts  relating  to 
savings  banks,  and  also  any  postrofSce  savings  bank.  The  fact  of  any  such 
bank  having  duly  made  a  return  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue, 
may  be  proved  in  any  legal  proceeding,  by  production  of  a  copy  of  its 
return  verified  by  the  affidavits  of  a  partner  or  ofdcer  of  the  bank,  or  by  the 
production  of  a  copy  of  a  newspaper  purporting  to  contain  a  copy  of  such 
return  published  by  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  ;  the  fact  that  any 
such  savings  bank  is  certified  under  the  Acts  relating  to  savings  banks  may 
be  proved  by  an  office  or  examined  copy  of  its  certificates  ;  the  fact  that 
any  such  bank  is  a  post-office  savings  bank  may  be  proved  by  a  certificate, 
purporting  to  be  under  the  hand  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,  or  one 
of  the  secretaries  of  the  post-office. " 
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fied  or  examined  copies  of  documents,  it  enacts,  that  "Every 
instrument  or  document,  copy  or  extract  of  an  instrument  or  docu- 
ment, bearing  th«  seal  or  stamp  of  the  central  office,  shall  be 
received  in  evidence  without  further  proof;  "  and  it  then  goes  on  to 
provide  that  "  every  document  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  chief 
or  any  assistant  registrar,  or  any  inspector  or  public  auditor  or 
valuer  under  this  Act,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  be  received  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  signature."  ' 
It  will  be  noted  that  this  last  provision  is  confined  to  original  docu- 
ments, and  that  copies  or  extracts, — to  become  admissible  under  the 
Act, — must,  as  it  would  seem,  be  sealed  in  accordance  with  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  section. 


§  1610.  The  proof  of  certiflcaies  is  much  simplified  by  the  Docu-  I  1441 
mentary  Evidence  Act,  1845 ;  for  if  they  purport  to  be  verified  in 
the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute  which  renders  them  admis- 
sible, they  will  be  received  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  seal,  the 
signature,  or  the  official  character  of  the  party  verifying  them.^ 
ytill,  as  the  language  of  the  Legislature  varies  much  in  fixing  the 
mode  by  which  particular  certificates  are  authenticated,  it  vidll  be 
convenient  briefly  to  notice  those  statutes  which  relate  to  certificates 
of  the  most  general  importance.'* 

\ 

§  1611.  First,  all  boards  of  guardians,  or  ditsrict  boards,  are  I  1442 
authorised  to  make  certificates  of  the  chargeability  of  any  paupers, 
and  if  these  documents  substantially  follow  the  form  given  by  the  ^ 
Act  of  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,  and  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman 
of  the  respective  boards,  to  be  sealed  with  their  seals,  and  to  be 
countersigned  by  their  clerk,  they  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  all  statements  contained  therein ;  and  no  other  proof  of 
chargeability  is  required  for  the  purpose  of  making  any  order  of 


'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  ?  39.  The  principal  documents  under  this  Act  are 
exempt  from  stamp  duty,  I  15,  subs.  2. 

2  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  I  1  ;  cited  ante,  ?  7. 

"  As  to  certificates  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  see  ante,  ?  1549,  and 
post,  ??  1748,  1750.  As  to  certificates  of  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by 
married  women,  see  ante,  I  1540. 
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removal  or  other  order,  provided  such  order  bear  date  within  twenty- 
one  days  next  after  the  day  of  the  date  of  any  such  certificate.' 

§  1612.  With  the  view  of  reducing  the  expense  attendant  upon  ?  1443 
the  proof  of  criminal  proceedings,  the  Legislature  enacted,  in  §  13 
of  Lord  Brougham's  Evidence  Act,  of  1851,^  that  "whenever,  in  any 
proceeding  whatever,"  (which  term,  it  is  scarcely  necessary. to  state, 
will  include  all. civil  as  well  as  criminal  proceedings,^)  "it  may  be 
necessary  to  prove  the  trial  and  conviction  or  acquittal  of  any  person 

1  7  &  8  v.,  c.  101,  ?  69,  enacts,  that  "it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  hoard  of 
guardians  or  district  hoard,  at  any  meeting  thereof,  to  make  a  certificate  in 
the  form,  or  to  the  effect,  contained  in  the  schedule  of  this  Act  marked  C; 
and  that  every  such  certificate,  **  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  presiding 
chairman  of  such  guardians  or  distiict  board,  and  to  be  sealed  with  their 
seal,  and  to  be  countersigned  by  their  clerk,  shall,  unless  the  contrary  be 
shown,  be  taken  to  be  suffic^f nt  proof  of  the  truth  of  all  the  statements  con- 
tained in  such  certificate,  **  and  shall  be  received  in  evidence  accordingly 
by  and  before  all  courts  of  justice  and  all  justices,  without  any  proof  of  the 
signatures  or  of  the  ofiScial  characters  of  the  persons  signing  the  same,  or  of 
such  seal,  or  of  sucli  meeting-  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  making  any  order 
of  removal  or  other  order,  no  further  or  other  evidence  of  chargeability  than 
such  certificate  shall  be  required,  provided  that  every  such  order  bear  date 
within  tWenty-one  days  next  after  the  day  of  the  date  of  such  certificate." 

Schedule  C. 

"  The  board  of  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  union  \_or  parish  of 

]  do  hereby  certify,  that  on  the  day  of  , 

A.  B.,  and  his  wife  C.  B.,  and  his  child  E.  B.,  became  chargeable  to  tl^e  parish 
of  ,  in  the  said  union  [or  to  the  said  union]. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  common  seal  of  the  said  guardians  is  hereunto 
afiixed  at  the  meeting  of  their  board  this  day  of  ,  18     . 

/T     o\     ^o-       j\  fW.   J.,   presiding    chairman  of   the 

(L.  S.)     (Signed)  [  ,aid  board. 

j-C.  B.,  clerk  [or  acting  as  clerk]  to 
(Countersigned)  ■<  the  board  of  guardians  ' 

(-  of  " 

In  order  to  clear  up  any  doubt  respecting  the  admissibility  of  these  certifi- 
cates, it  has  been  further  enacted,  by  U  &  12  V  ,  c.  110,  §  11,  that  "in  any 
court,  and  before  any  justice  or  justices,  and  for  all  purposes,  a  certificate  of 
the  chargeability  ot  any  person  named  therein  in  the  form  prescribed  in  the 
schedule  marked  C.  to  the  Act  of  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present 
Majesty  for  the  amendment  of  the  Laws  for  Relief  of  the  Poor  in  England, 
and  purporting  to  have  been  executed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  that  Act, 
shall  be  received  within  the  space  of  twenty-one  days  iron  the  date  thereof 
as  sufdcient  evidence  of  the  chargeability  of  the  persons  named  therein,  unless 
the  contrary  be  otherwise  shown."  ^  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99. 

'  Eichardson  v.  Willis,  42  L.  J.,  Ex.  15;  8  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  69;  and  12  Cox, 
298,  S.  C. 
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charged  -with  any  indictable  offence,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  pro- 
duce the  record  of  the  conviction  or  acquittal  of  such  person,  or  a 
copy  thereof,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient '  that  it  be  certified  Or  purport 
to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  clerk  of  the  court,  or  other  officer 
having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  court  where  such  conviction 
or  acquittal  took  place,  or  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or  other  officer 
that  the  paper  produced  is  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  indictment, 
trial,  conviction,  and  judgment  or  acquittal,  as  the  case  may  be, 
omitting  the  formal  parts  thereof."  ^ 

§  1613.  As  the  above  general  provision  was  not  considered  by  the  §  1444 
technical  lawyers  as  sufficiently  comprehensive,  another  attempt  to 
meet  the  difficulty  was  made  by  Parliament  in  1871,  and  will  be 
found  embodied  in  the  18th  section  of  the  Prevention  of  Crimes 
Act  of  that  year.'  The  section  is  amusing,  as,  for  some  unaccount- 
able reason,  it  ignores  the  possibility  of  any  proof  of  an  acquittal 
being  required.  The  enactment  is  as  follows: — "A  previous  con- 
viction may  be  proved  in  any  legal  proceeding  whatever  against 
any  person  by  producing  a  record  or  extract  of  such  conviction, 
and  by  giving  proof  of  the  identity*  of  the  person  against  whom 
the  conviction  is  sought  to  be  proved  with  the  person  appearing 
in  the  record  or  extract  of  conviction  to  have  been  convicted. 
A  record  or  extract  of  a  conviction  shall  in  the  case  of  an  in- 
dictable offence  consist  of  a  certificate  contaiiiing  the  substance 
and  effect  only,  omitting  the  formal  part,  of  the  indictment  and 
conviction,  and  purporijing  to  be  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  or 
other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  court  *  by 
which  such  conviction  was  made,  or  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the 
deputy  of  such  clerk  or  officer;  and  in  the  case  of  a  summary  con- 


'  See  ante,  ?  1573,  ad  fin. 

'^  See  28  &  29  V.,  c.  IS,  §  6,  cited  ante,  §  1437,  -which  regulates  the  proof 
of  certificates  of  conviction,  when  produced  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting 
witnesses.     See,  also,  17  &  18  V  ,  c.  125,  ?  25,  and  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  §  28,  Ir. 

»  34  &  35  v.,  c.  112. 

'  See  R.  V.  Levy,  8  Cox,  73.  Photography  affords  an  easy  mode  of  esta- 
blishing this  identity.  See  Beamish  v.  Beamish,  I.  R.,  10  C.  L.  413;  R.  v. 
Tolson,  4  Fost.  &  Fin.  103. 

s  See  R.  V.  Parsons,  35  L.  J.,  M.  C.  167;  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  C.  24;  10  Cox, 
243,  S.  C. 

(4256) 


CHAP.  IV.]    CEKTIF.  OF  CONVICT.  OR  ACQUITTAL  UNDER  ARMY  ACT.    1385 

viction  shall  consist  of  a  copy  of  such  conviction  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
offence  in  respect  of  which  such  conviction  was  made,  or  to  be 
signed  by  the  proper  ofificer  of  the  court  toy  which  such  conviction 
was  made,  or  by  the  clerk  or  other  officer  of  any  court  to  which  such 
conviction  has  been  returned.  A  record  or  extract  of  any  convic- 
tion made  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  admissible  in 
evidence  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  official  character  of  the 
person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same.  A  previous  conviction 
in  any  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  may  be  proved  against 
a  prisoner  in  any  other  part  of  the  United  Kingdom;  and  a  con- 
viction before  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  admissible  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  it  had  taken  place  after  the  passing  thereof. 
A  fee  not  exceeding  five  shillings  may  be  charged  for  a  record  of 
a  conviction  given  in  pursuance  of  this  section.  The  mode  of 
proving  a  previous  conviction  authorised  by  this  section  shall  be 
in  addition  to,  and  not  in  exclusion  of,  any  other  authorised  mode 
of  proving  such  conviction." ' 


§  1614.  Under  the  Army  Act,  1881,  no  person  subject  to  military 
law,  who  has  been  acquitted  or  convicted  of  any  offence  either  by 
a  court-martial,  or  by  a  competent  civil  court,  is  liable  to  be  tried 
again  by  a  court-martial  in  respect  of  the  same  offence;^  and  when 
any  such  person  has  been  tried  by  a  civil  court,  the  clerk,*  or  his 
deputy,  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  such 
court,  must,  if  required  by  the  commanding  officer  of  the  accused, 
or  by  any  other  officer,  transmit  to  him  a  certificate  setting  forth 
the  offence  for  which  the  accused  was  tried,  together  with  the  judg- 
•ment,  whether  of  conviction  or  of  acquittal;  and  any  such  certifi- 
cate— for  which  a  fee  of  three  shillings  is  allowed  to  the  officer — is 


1  The  principal  Acts  here  alluded  to  are  7  &  8  G.  4,  c.  28,  ?  11;  14  &  15 
v.,  c.  100,  ?  22;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  96,  ?  116;  24  &  25  V.,  c.  99,  §  37;  and  5  G. 
4,  c.  84,  ?  24.  See,  also,  34  &  35  V.,  c.  112,  §?  9,  20;  and  Lend.  School  Board 
V.  Harvey,  L.  E.,  4  Q.  B.  D.  451;  48  L.  J.,  M.  C.  131,  S.  C.  cited  ante,  §  1572. 

44  &  45  v.,  c.  58,  ?§  157,  162,  subs.  6. 
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rendered  by  the  statute  "  sufficient  evidence  of  the  conviction  and 
sentence,  or  of  the  acquittal."  ' 

§  1614a.  If  any  prosecution  or  action  be  commenced  against  any 
person  for  any  oifence  committed  in  violation  of  the  Corrupt  and 
Illegal  Practices  Act,  1883,  the  certificate  of  the  returning  officer 
that  the  election  was  duly  held,  and  that  the  person  named  in  the 
certificate  was  a  candidate,  "  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  facts 
therein  stated. "  ^ 

§  1615.  Justices  in  petty  sessions  are  now  empowered  by  statute 
42  &  43  v.,  c.  49,  to  deal  summarily  with  many  indictable  offences, 
provided  the  persons  accused  consent  to  such  a  mode  of  trial  ;^  and 
if,  in  any  such  case,  the  court  think  fit  to  dismiss  the  information, 
"they  shall,  if  required,  deliver  to  the  person  charged  a  copy 
certified  under  their  hands  of  the  order  of  such  dismissal,  and  such 
dismissal  shall  be  of  the  same  effect  as  an  acquittal  on  a  trial  on 
indictment  for  the  offence."  *  The  Act  of  1848,  which  regulates  the 
duties  of  justices  out  of  sessions  with  respect  to  summary  convic- 
tions and  orders,  contains  a  similar  provision  for  granting^  certifi- 
cates of  dismissal ;  but  here,  as  in  all  cases  of  this  nature,  it  must 
be  remembered  that  these  certificates  merely  constitute  a  convenient 
mode  of  proving  dismissals,  and  that  the  party  acquitted  may  still 
establish  the  fact  of  his  discharge  by  any  other  species  of  legal 
evidence.*" 

§  1616.  Under  the  Act  24   &  25  V.,  c.  100,  §§  42  and  43,  two   j  144 
justices  are  empowered  to  hear  cases  of  common  assault  or  battery; 
and  also  cases  of  aggravated  assaults  on  boys  not  exceeding  fourteen 


'  §  164.  This  sect,  has  heen  applied  to  the  Eeserve  Forces,  by  45  &  46  V., 
c.  48,  §  27;  and  to  the  Militia,  by  the  Militia  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  V.,  c.  49,  § 
44,  subs.  1.  See,  also,  26  &  27  V.,  c.  65,  ?  29,  and  32  &  33  V.,  c.  81,  §  5, 
■which,  read  together;  empower  justices  to  receive  proof  of  a  previous  convic- 
tion by  means  of  a  certified  copy,  in  the  event  of  the  offender  being  again 
charged  with  buying,  selling,  pawning,  or  taking  in  pawn,  any  arms,  clothing, 
or  other  public  stores,  from  volunteers. 

MS  &  47  v.,  c.  51,  ?  53,  subs.  3. 

"  II  10—14.  *  I  27,  subs.  4, 

6  11  &  12  v.,  c.  43,  §  14. 

«  K.  V.  Hutchins,  L.  R.,  5  Q.  B.  D.  353;  49  L.  J.,  M.  C.  64,  S.  C. 
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years  of  age,  and  on  females;  and  if  upon  the  hearing  of  any  such 
case  they  "  shall  deem  the  ofPence  not  to  be  proved,  or  shall  find  the 
assault  or  battery  to  have  been  justified,  or  so  trifling  as  not  to 
merit  any  punishment,  and  shall  accordingly  dismiss  the  complaint, 
they  shall  forthwith  make  out  a  certificate  under  their  hands  stating 
the  fact  of  such  dismissal,  and  shall  deliver  such  certificate  to  the 
party  against  whom  the  complaint  was  preferred." '  §  45  then 
provides,  that  the  person  obtaining  such  certificate  shall  be  released 
from  all  proceedings,  civil ^  or  criminal,^  for  the  same  cause.  It 
seems,  that  a  certificate  under  this  Act  should  specify  the  ground 
of  dismissal,*  and  should  be  given  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
the  hearing,^  if  not  before  the  justices  separte;^  and  it  has  also 
been  held,  that,  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  the  certificate,  the 
defendant  must  plead  it  specially.' 


§  1618.  Under  the  Industrial  Schools  Act,  1866,  justices  are  ^  1448a 
empowered  to  send  certain  vagrant  and  destitute  children  to  these 
establishments;  and  a  certificate  purporting  to  be  signed  by  one  of 
the-  managers  of  such  a  school,  or  the  secretary,  or  by  the  superin- 
tendent or  other  person  in  charge  of  the  school,  to  the  effect  that 
the  child  therein  named  was  duly  received  into,  and  is  at  the 
signing  thereof  detained  in,  the  school,  or  has  been  duly  discharged 


'  24&25  v.,  c.  100,  §  44. 

'  See  Tunnieliffo  v.  Tedd,  5  Com.  B.  553.  There,  the  complainant,  after 
summons,  declined  to  proceed,  saying  he  meant  to  bring  an  action,  and  the 
justices  dismissed  the  complaint,  stating  in  the  certificate  that  they  did  .so  as 
the  complainant  offered  no  evidence.  The  court  held  that  the  certiticete  was 
a  bar  to  the  action.  See,  also,  Vaughton  r.  Bradshaw,  9  Com,  B.,  N.  S.  103,  S. 
P.;  S.  C,  nom.  Bradshaw  r.  Vaughton,  SOL.  J.,  C.  P,  93. 

'•>  See  po.st,  §  1710. 

»  Skuse  V.  Da\-is,  10  A.  &  E.  635;  2  P.  &  D.  550;  7  Dowl.  774,  S.  C. ;  Holden 
V.  King,  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  75. 

^  See  Hancock  v.  Somes,  8  Cox,  172;  1  E.  &  E.  795,  S.  C;  Coster  v. 
Hetherington,  8  Cox,  175;  1  E.  &  E.  802,  S.  C;  Christie  v.  Richardson,  10  M. 
&  W.  688. 

6  Compare  E.  v.  Robinson,  12  A.  &  E.  672;  4  P.  &  D.  391,  S.  C;  with 
Thompson  v.  Gibson,  8  M.  &  W.  385,  286. 

'  Harding  v.  King,  6  C.  &  P.  427,  per  Gurney,  B.  ■  See,  also,  Skuse  v.  Davis, 
10  A.  &  E.  635;  and  R.  v.  Sidney  Westley,  11  Cox,  139. 
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or  removal  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  matters 
therein  stated.' 

§  1619.  Certificates  of  indemnity  are  sometimes  granted  to  wit-  §  1449 
nesses,  who  make  full  disclosures  respecting  corrupt  practices  at 
elections  for  members  of  Parliament,  gaming,  and  other  illegal 
transactions;  and  then,  in  the  event  of  any  ulterior  proceedings 
being  instituted  against  such  witnesses,  the  certificates  will  consti- 
tute a  valid  defence,  and  will  be  received  in  evidence  on  their  mere 
production,  provided  that  they  be  drawn  up  in  the  proper  form, 
and  that  the  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  persons  who  are  respec- 
tively authorised  to  grant  them.^ 

§  1620.  Under  the  Reformatory  Schools  Act,  1866,  the  Home  J  1449a 
Secretary  may,  by  writing  under  his  hand,  certify  that  any  school 
is  fitted  for  the  reception  of  youthful  offenders;  and  the  grant  of 
every  such  certificate  may  be  proved  by  the  production  either  of 
the  certificate  itself,  or  a  copy  of  the  same,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  Inspector  of  Reformatory  Schools,  or  of  the  Gazette 
containing  a  notice  of  such  grant.'  The  withdrawal  of  the  certi- 
ficate may  also  be  proved  by  means  of  the  Gazette.*  Somewhat 
similar  provisions  are  contained  in  "  The  Irish  Reformatory  Schools 
Act,  1868,"=  The  Industrial  Schools  Act,  1866,'  and  "The 
Industrial  Schools  Act,  Ireland,  1868.'"  Special  clauses  with 
respect  to  the  proof  and  admissibility  of  certificates  granted  either 
by  the  Education  Department,  or  by  the  principal  teacher  of  a  public 
elementary  school,  are  also  to  be  found  in  '"The  Elementary 
Education  Acts,.  1870  and  1873."' 


'  29  &  30  V.,  c.  118,  ?  30;  extended  to  Ireland  by  31  &  32  V.,  c.  25,  ?  24,  Ir. 
See,  also,  as  to  Reformatory  Schools,  29  &  30  V.,  c.  117,  §  33;  extended  to  Ire- 
land by  31  &  32  v.,  c.  59,  I  29,  Ir. 

^  See  Acts  noticed  ante,  §  1455;  and  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  ?  1,  cited  ante,  §  7. 
Under  "  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,"  31  &  32  V.,  c.  125,  §  33,  "the 
certificate  shall  be  given  under  the  hand  of  the  judge." 

5  29  &  30  v.,  c.  117,  U  4,  33. 

«  29  &  30  v.,  c.  117,  §  33.  »  31  &  32  V.,  c.  59,  ??  4,  5,  29,  Ir. 

6  29  &  30  v.,  c.  118,  U  7,  9,  46. 

'  31  &  32  v.,  c.  25,  ?§  6,  8,  36,  Ir. 

8  33  &  34  v.,  c.  75,  §?  64,  83;  36  &  37  V.,  c.  86,  ?  24,  subs.  5. 
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§  1621.  The  Act  of  1849  for  facilitating  the  marriage  of  British  §  1450 
subjects  resident  in  foreign  countries,'  contains  a  very  remarkable 
clause;  for, — after  authorising  British  consuls  to  solemnise  apd 
register  certain  marriages,  and  after  providing  that  parties  guilty  of 
fraud,  or  of  taking  false  oaths,  should  respectively  be  liable  to 
forfeit  all  property  accruing  from  the  marriage,  and  to  be  prose- 
cuted for  perjury, — it  goes  on,  in  §,  17,  to  enact,  that  in  every  action 
or  suit  for  forfeiture,  and  upon  every  prosecution  for  perjury,  as 
aforesaid,  "  the  declaration  and  certificate  of  the  consel,  under  his 
hand  and  consular  seal,  shall  be  received  and  taken  as  good  and 
valid  evidence  in  the  law  of  all  facts  and  matters  stated  in  such 
declaration  and  certificate,  without  it  being  necessary  for  the  said 
consul  to  attend  in  person  to  prove  the  same." 


§  1622.  Under  the  Act  of  1855  for  registering  places  of  wor-  ?  1450a 
ship  of  dissenters,  the  Registrar- General  is  directed,  "  with  respect 
to  any  place  certified  to  him  as  a  place  of  meeting  for  religious 
worship,  the  record  whereof  remains  uncancelled,"  to  "give  any 
person  demanding  the  same,  a  certificate,  sealed  or  stamped  with 
the  seal  of  the  General  Eegister  Office,  that,  at  the  time  or  re- 
spective times  in  such  certificate  in  that  behalf  stated,  the  place 
therein  described  was  duly  certified  and  duly  recorded  as  required 
by  this  Act,  and  that,  at  the  date  of  such  sealed  or  stamped  cer- 
tificate, the  record  of  such  certification  remained  uncancelled;  and 
every  such  sealed  or  stamped  certificate,  if  tendered  in  evidence 
upon  any  trial  or  other  judicial  proceeding  in  any  civil  or  criminal 
court,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  said  several  facts  therein 
mentioned,  without  any  further  or  other  proof  of  the  same."  ''  The 
Act,  too,  of  19  &  20  v.,  c.  119,  contains,  in  §  24,  somewhat 
similar  provisions;  °    and  a  recital  in  that  section  furnishes  the 


'  12  &  13  v.,  c.  68. 

2  18  &  19  v.,  c.  81,  ?11- 

'  The  words  are  as  follows:— "The  Registrar-General,  on  payment  to  him 
of  the  several  fees  hereinafter  mentioned,  shall  allow  searches  to  be  made  in 
the  returns  so  made  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  give  to  any  person  de- 
manding the  same  a  certified  copy  thereof,  or  extract  therefrom,  with  respect 
to  any  place  of  meeting  for  religious  worship  contained  therein;  and  every 
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curious  statistical  information,  that  the  number  of  meeting-houses 
of  dissenters  recorded  in  1852  was  little  short  of  fifty-five  thousand. 

§  1623.  Under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  "  all  docu-  ^  1451 
ments  purporting  to  be  certificates  issued  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  and  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  such 
board,  or  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  officers  of  the  marine  depart- 
ment of  such  board,  shall  be  received  in  evidence,  and  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  such  certificates,  without  further  proof,  unless  the 
contrary  be  shown."  '  By  virtue,  too,  of  the  same  statute,  every 
certificate  of  registry  of  any  British  ship  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  registrar  or  other  proper  officer,  is  receivable  in  evidence 
as  prima  facie  proof  of  all  the  matters  either  contained  in  or 
indorsed  on  it,  provided  they  purport  to  be  authenticated  by  the 
signature  of  a  registrar.^  So,  all  certificates,  whether  of  compe- 
tency or  of  service,  granted  to  the  masters  or  mates  of  British 
ships,  or  to  the  engineers  of  British  steam- vessels,'  are  provable  not 
only  by  the  production  of  the  originals  as  isstied  by  the  Board  of 
Trade,  but  also  prima  facie  by  copies,  purporting  to  be  certified  by 
,  the  Registrar -General  of  Seamen,  or  his  assistant,  or  by  such  other 
person  as  the  Board  of  Trade  appoints  for  that  purpose.* 


such  certified  copy  or  extract  shall  he  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the 
General  Register  Office,  and  when  so  sealed  or  stamped  as  aforesaid,  if  ten- 
dered in  evidence  upon  any  trial  or  other  judicial  proceeding  in  any  civil  or 
criminal  court,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  place  of  meeting  therein 
mentioned  or  described  having  been  at  the  time  in  that  behalf  therein  stated 
duly  certified  and  registered  or  recorded  as  by  law  required,  without  any 
further  or  other  proof  of  the  same;  and  the  Registrar-General  shall  be 
entitled  to  demand  and  receive  for  every  search  in  the  said  returns  extend- 
ing over  a  period  of  not  more  than  ten  years,  the  sum  of  one  shilling,  and 
for  every  additional  period  of  ten  years  the  sum  of  sixpence,  and  the  further 
sum  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence  for  every  single  certified  copy  or  extract." 

'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  ?  7. 

"  I  107,  cited  ante,  ?  1604,  n.  1.  See  post,  §  1778.  As  to  certificates  of 
desertion  from  any  ship,  see  I  249  of  the  Act. 

=  25  &  26  v.,  c.  63,  §?  5—12. 

*  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  I  138,  enacts  that  "all  certificates,  whether  of  com- 
petency or  service,  shall  be  made  in  duplicate,  and  one  part  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  person  entitled  to  the  certificate,  and  the  ofher  shall  he  kept  and  re- 
corded by  the  Registrar-General  of  Seamen,  or  by  such  other  person  as  the 
Board  of  Trade  appoints  for  that  purpose;  and   the    Board  of  Trade  shall 
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§  1624.  Certificates  of  naturalization,  and  of  re-admission  to  §  1451^ 
British  nationality,  as  well  as  all  declarations  authorised  to  be  made 
under  the  Naturalization  Act,  1870,  may  be  proved  in  any  legal 
proceeding  by  the  production  of  the  original  documents,  or  of  any 
copies  certified  to  be  true  by  a  Secretary  of  State,  or  by  some 
person  authorised  by  such  secretary  to  give  them.' 

§  1624a.  Under  "  The  Weights  and  Measures  Act,  1878,"  an 
account  must  now  be  kept  by  the  Board  of  Trade  of  all  local 
standards  verified  or  re  verified  of  weights  and  measures;  and  every 
indenture  of  verification  or  indorsement  of  re -verification,  "  if  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  an  officer  of  the  Board,  shall  be  evidence 
of  the  verification  or  re  verification  of  the  weights  and  measures 
therein  referred  to."  ^  When  a  local  standard  has  been  compared, 
as  it  may  be,  by  a  local  authority,  the  justice,  in  whose  presence 
the  comparison  is  made,  must  sign  an  indorsement  on  the  indenture 
of  verification  of  that  standard,  which  indorsement  must  be  recorded 
by  the  Board  of  Trade.  It  will  then  become  "evidence  of  the 
local  comparison  and  verification,  and  a  statement  of  the  record 
thereof,  if  purporting  to  be  signed  by  an  officer  of  the  Board,  shall 
be  evidence  of  the  same  having  been  so  recorded.'" 

§  1627.  Under  the  House  of  Lords'  and  House  of  Commons'    i  M5S: 
Costs  Taxation   Acts,  the   Clerk   of  the   Parliaments,  or    Clerk- 
Assistant,  the  Speaker,  and  the  Taxing  Officer  of  the  Lower  House, 
are  respectively  authorised  to  issue  certificates  of  the  amount  of: 


give  to  such  registrar  or  such  other  person  immediate  notice  of  all  orders - 
made  by  it  for  cancelling,  suspending,  altering  or  otherwise  alfecting  any 
certificate  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  herein  contained,  and  the  registrar  or 
such  other  person  as  aforesaid  shall  thereupon  make  a  corresponding  entry 
in  the  record  of  certificates;  and  a  copy  purporting  to  be  certified  by  such 
registrar,  or  his  assistant,  or  by  such  person  as  aforesaid,  of  any  certificate, 
shall  be  prima,  facie  evidence  of  such  certificate,  and  a  copy  purporting  to- 
be  so  certified  as  aforesaid  of  any  entry  made  as  aforesaid  in  respect  of  any 
certificate,  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in 
such  entry."  These  provisions  are  extended  to  engineers'  certificates  by  25  & 
26  v.,  c.  63,  I  10. 

1  33  &  34  v.,  c.  14,  §  13. 

Ml  &  42  v.,  c.  49,  ?  37.    See  ante,  §  144A. 

'  ?  41.     See  ante,  §  144a. 
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costs  allowed  on  taxation  in  respect  of  private  bills;  and  such 
certificates  are  conclusive  evidence  of  the  amount  of  such  costs  in  all 
legal  proceedings,  and  operate  on  production  as  warrants  of  attorney 
to  confess  judgment,  unless  the  defendant  has  in  his  statement  of 
defence  denied  his  liability  to  make  any  payment  in  respect  of  them.' 
The  Act,  too,  of  3  &  4  V.,  c.  9,  provides,^  that  all  proceedings,  civil 
or  criminal,  against  any  person  for  the  publication  of  papers  printed 
by  order  of  Parliament  shall  be  stayed  upon  the  production  of  a 
certificate  under  the  hand  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  Lord  Keeper, 
or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Lords  for  the  time  being,  the  Clerk 
of  the  Parliaments,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons,  or  the 
Clerk  of  the  same  House,  stating  that  such  papers  were  published 
by  order  of  either  House.'' 

§  1628.  Under  the  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks  Act,  §  1454 
1883,  the  judge  before  whom  any  action  for  infringing  a  patent 
shall  be  tried,  may  "  certify  that  the  validity  of  the  patent  came  in 
question;  and  if  the  court  or  a  judge  so  certifies,  then  in  any  sub- 
sequent action  for  infringement,  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  on 
obtaining  a  final  order  or  judgment  in  his  favour,  shall  have  his  full 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  unless 
the  court  or  judge  trying  the  action  certifies  that  he  ought  not  to 
have  the  same.* 

§  1628a.  The  same  statute*  provides,  in  §  96,  that  any  certificate 
purporting  to  be  under  the  hand  of  the  Comptroller- General  of 
Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks,  "  as  to  any  entry,  matter,  or 
thing,  which  he  is  authorized  by  that  Act,  or  any  general  rules 
made  thereunder,  to  make  or  do,  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  entry  having  been  made,  and  of  the  contents  thereof,  and  of  the 


>  12  &  13  v.,  c.  78,  ?  9;  10  &  11  V.,  c.  69,  ?  9;  28  &  29  V.,  c.  27,  §§  3  &  5. 
The  signatures  to  the  certificates  under  these  Acts  need  not  be  proved.  See 
8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  ^  1,  cited  ante,  §  7.  See,  also,  Williams  v.  Swansea  Canal 
Navig.  Co.,  3  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  158.  ^  |  1. 

'  The  Act  adds  the  words,  "together  with  an  affidavit  verifying  such 
certificate."  This  is  not  now  necessary.  See  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  |  1,  cited 
ante,  ?  7. 

*  46  &  47  V,,  c.  57,  ?  31.     See  Honiball  v.  Bloomer,  10  Ex.  R.  538. 

*  46  &  47  v.,  c.  57. 
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matter  or  thing  having  been  done  or  left  undone."  The  Comp- 
troller is  further  directed,  in  §  49,  to  "  grant  a  certificate  of  regis- 
tration to  the  proprietor  of  the  design  when  registered." 


§  1629.  Under  the  Charitable  Trustees  Incorporation  Act,  1872, 
the  Charity  Commissioners  are  empowered  to  grant  certificates  of 
incorporation  to  the  trustees  of  charities  established  for  religious, 
educational,  literary,  scientific,  or  public  charitable  purposes;  and 
every  such  certificate  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  that  all  the  pre- 
liminary requisitions  contained  in  the  Act  have  been  complied  with ; 
and  the  date  of  incorporation  shall  be  deemed  to  be  that  which  is 
mentioned  in  the  certificate.' 

§  1630.  Under  §  18  of  "  The  Colonial  Stock  Act,  1877,"  '  the 
registrar  of  colonial  stock  is  authorised  to  give  to  any  stockholder 
certain  certificates  and  lists,  furnishing  particulars  respecting  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  the  number  and  names  of  the  stockholders,  and 
other  matters,  and  the  Act  then  provides,  that  any  such  certificate 
or  list  "  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence." 

§  1631.  Every  certificate  of  incorporation,  under  the  Companies  »  J455 
Act,  1862,  must  set  forth  under  the  band  of  the  registrar,  or,  in 
his  absence,  under  the  hand  of  such  person  as  the  Board  of  Trade 
shall  for  the  time  being  authorise,^  and  in  either  event,  as  it  would 
seem,  under  the  seal  of  the  registrar's  office,*  that  the  company  is 
incorporated,  and  in  the  case  of  a  limited  company,  that  the  com- 
pany is  limited;*  and  it  will  then,  without  proof  of  the  seal,  or  of 
the  signature,  or  of  the  official  character  of  the  person  signing  it,^ 
be  "conclusive  evidence  that  all  the  requisitions  of  the  Act  in 
respect  to  registration  have  been  complied  with."  '  Where  the 
certificate  purports  to  have  been   signed  by  a  person  whom  the 


'  35  &  36  v.,  c.  24,  ??  1,  6.  =>  40  &  41  V.,  c.  59. 

3  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  ?  174,  1.  8.  ■•  ?  174,  1.  4. 

5  §  18.  8  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  §  1,  cited  ante,  §  7. 

'  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  ??  18,  192;  In  re  Barned's  Bking.  Co.,  Peel's  case,  36 
L.  .T.,  Ch.  757,  per  Ld.  Cairns;  2  Law  Eep.,  Oh.  App.  674,  681,  S.  C;  Oakes  v. 
Turquand,  2  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  325,  354,  369;  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  949,  S.  C.  in  Dom. 
Proc. 
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Board  of  Trade  has  authorised  to  act  for  the  registrar,  the  court, 
on  its  being  tendered  in  evidence,  will  presume  that  the  registrar 
himself  was  absent  when  it  was  signed,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
that  fact  should  either  be  stated  on  the  face  of  the  document,  or  be 
proved  aliunde.'  The  certificate  will  be  equally  admissible  in 
evidence  to  whomsoever  it  may  have  been  given,  and  the  registrar, 
on  payment  of  5s.,  is  bound  to  issue  one  to  any  person  who  may 
apply  for  it.^  Moreover,  any  copy  "  certificate  of  the  incorporation 
of  any  company  given  by  the  registrar,  or  by  any  assistent  registrar 
for  the  time  being,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  as  if  it  were  the  ' 

original  certificate."  ^  Every  certificate  of  the  proprietorship  of 
shares  or  stock  in  any  company  registered  under  the  same  Act  of 
1862,  must  be  under  the  common  seal  of  the  company,  and  must 
specify  the  shares  or  stock  held  by  any  member;  and  it  will  then 
be  admitted  as  prima  facie  evidence  *  of  the  title  of  the  member  to 
the  shares  of  stock  therein  specified.* 

§  1632.  Very  similar  provisions  are  contained  in  the  Companies  I  1456 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  as  to  the  certificates  of  the  proprietorship 
of  shares  in  undertakings  subject  to  that  Act,  and  it  is  only  neces- 
sary that  these  last  certificates  should  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
the  company,  and  should  specify  the  share  to  which  the  holder  is 
entitled.^     The  same  statute  provides,  that,  where  by  the  Special  Act 

'  Baker  v.  Cave,  1  H.  &  N.  674. 

'^  25&26  v.,  c.  89,  ?  174,  r.  5. 

•''  40  &  41  v.,  c.  26,  \  6. 

■*  See  Shropshire  Union  Rys.  &  Can.  Co.  «.  E.,  7  Law  Rep.,  H.  L.  496.  See, 
also,  Ee  British  Farmers  Pure  Lins.  Cake  Co.,  L.  E.,  7  Ch.  D.  533,  per  Ct.  of 
App.;  47L.  J.,  Ch.  415;  S.  C. 

^  25&26  V.,'c.  89,  I  31. 

^  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16,  I  11,  enacts,  that  "on  demand  of  the  holder  of  any  share, 
the  company  shall  cause  a  certificate  of  the  proprietorship  of  such  share  to  be 
delivered  to  such  shareholder,  and  such  certificate  shall  have  the  common  seal 
of  the  company  affixed  thereto;  and  such  certificate  shall  specify  the  share 
in  the  undertaking  to  which  such  shareholder  is  entitled,  and  the  same  may, 
he  according  to  the  form  in  the  Schedule  A.  to  this  Act  annexed,  or  to  the 
like  effect;  and  for  such  certificate  the  company  may  demand  any  sum  not 
exceeding  the  prescribed  amount,  or  if  no  amount  be  prescribed,  then  a  sum 
not  exceeding  two  shillings  and  sixpence." 

2  12  enacts,  that  "  the  said  certificate  shall  be  admitted  in  all  courts  as 
primA  facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  such  shareholder,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, successors,  or  assigns,  to  the  share  therein  speuified;  nevertheless,  the 
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a  company  shall  be  restricted  from  borrowing  money  on  mortgage 
or  bond  until  a  definite  portion  of  their  capital  has  been  subscribed 
or  paid  up,  any  justice,  upon  production  to  him  of  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  of  such  other  evidence  as  he  shall  think  sufficient, 
may  grant  a  certificate  that  such  capital  has  been  subscribed  or 
paid  up,  and  this  certificate  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact 
stated  therein.'  So,  under  the  Land  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
no  company  can  put  in  force  their  compulsory  powers  of  taking 
land,  until  the  whole  capital  has  been  subscribed;  but  their  com- 
pliance with  this  requisite  may  be  proved  by  a  certificate  under  the 
hands  of  two  justices,  who  are  authorised  to  grant  it  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  promoters,  and  the  production  of  such  evidence  as  they 
think  sufficient.^ 


§  1633.  "Under  "  The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,"  the  regis- 
trar of  such  socities, — on  being  satisfied  that  a  society  has  complied 
with  the  statutory  requirements,  is  directed  to  issue  "  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  registry,"  which  shall  specify  whether  the  society  is 
a  friendly  society,  a  cattle  insurance  society,  a  benevolent  society, 
a  working  men's  club,  or  a  specially  authorised  society;  and  every 
such  acknowledgment,  purporting  to  bear  either  the  seal  or  stamp 
of  the  central  registry  office,  or  the  signature  of  the  assistant 
Eegistrar  for  Scotland  or  Ireland,  is  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
society  is  duly  registered,  unless  it  be  proved  that  the  registry  has 
been  suspended  or  cancelled.^  The  Begistrar  is  further  authorised 
by  the  same  Statute, — on  being  satisfied  that  any  proposed  amend- 
ment of  a  rule  of  any  society  is  not  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 


want  ot  such  certificate  shall  not  prevent  the  holder  of  any  share  from  dis- 
posing thereof." 

Schedule  A. 
Form  of  Certificate  of  Share. 

"  Number .  The Company. 

' '  This  is  to  certify,  that  A.  B. ,  of ,  is  the  proprietor  •  of   the  share 

number ,  of  '  The Company,'  subject  to  the  regulations  of  thesaid 

company.     Given  under  the  common  seal  of  the  said  company,  the day 

of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ." 

1  8  &  9  v.,  c,  16,  I  10. 

2  8  &  9  v.,  c.  18,  I?  16,  17;  Ystalyfera   Iron    Co.  v.  Neath  &   Brecon  Ry. 
Co.,  43  L.  J.,  Ch.  476. 

3  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  I  11,. subs.  7  &  10,  and  Sch.  iv. 
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Act, — to  issue  to  the  society  an  acknowledgment  of  registry  of  the 
same;  and  provided  such  acknowledgment  be  attested  in  like 
manner  as  an  ordinary  acknowledgment  of  registry,  it  affords  con- 
clusive evidence  that  the  amended  rule  has  been  duly  registered.' 

§  1634.  Under  "The  Industrial  and  Provident  Societies  Act, 
1876,"  the  registrar  is  also  empowered  to  issue  acknowledgments 
of  registry  to  industrial  and  provident  societies;  and  every  such 
acknowledgment  furnishes  conclusive  evidence  that  the  society  to 
which  it  relates  is  duly  registered,  unless  it  be  provided  that  the 
registry  of  the  society  has  been  suspended  or  cancelled.^ 

§  1635.  Under  "  The  Building  Societies  Act,  1874,"  any  certifi-  ?  1456b 
cate  of  incorporation  or  of  registration,  or  other  document  relating 
to  a  building  society,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  Registrar, 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  be  received  by 
all  courts  without  proof  of  the  signature.'  Again,  under  "  The 
Trades  Union  Act,  1971,"  the  registrars  are  empowered  to  issue 
certificates  of  registry  of  trades  unions,  and  such  certificates  are 
"  conclusive  evidence  that  the  regulations  of  the  Act  with  respect 
to  registry  have  been  complied  with."* 

§  1636.  Under   "  The   Ecclesiastical    Dilapidations  Act,  1871,"  ?  1456c 
an  official  surveyor  is  appointed  for  each  diocese,  by  whose  direc- 
tion repairs  are  from  time  to  time  executed:     As  the  works  are 
finished  the  surveyor  grants  a  certificate  of   their  completion,  one 
copy  of  which  is  filed  in  the  registry  of  the  diocese;  and  such  certi-  i 

ficate  is  rendered  by  the  statute  "  conclusive  evidence  of  the  due 
execution  of  the  prescribed  works."  ^ 

§  1637.  Under  most  of  the  Consolidation  Acts  passed  in  the   ?  1457 
session  of  1847,  to  justices  are  empowered  to  correct  any  omission, 
mis-statement,  or  wrong  description,  respecting  any  lands,  or  the 


'  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  §  13,  subs.  4,  and  Sch.  Iv. 

2  39  &  40  v.,  c.  45,  I  7,  subs.  7,  10. 

s  37  &  38  v.,  c.  42,  |  20;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  63,  §  6,  and  Sched.  of   Forms. 

*  34  &  35  v..  c.  31,  §  13,  subs.  5. 

*  34  &  35  v.,  c.  43,  §§  27   46,  50. 
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owners,  lessees,  or  occupiers  thereof,  which  shall  be  contained  in 
the  special  Act,  or  in  the  schedule  thereto,  or  in  the  plans  or  books 
of  reference  relating  to  the  respective  undertakings  governed  by 
these  Acts,  provided  it  shall  appear  to  such  justices  that  the  error 
arose  from  mistake;  and  the  correction  shall  be  embodied  in  a  cer- 
tificate which  shall  state  the  particulars  of  the  error,  and  shall, 
along  with  the  other  documents  to  which  it  relates,  be  deposited 
with  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace  for  the  county  where  the  lands  are 
situate;  and  thereupon  the  undertakers  may  take  the  lands  or 
make  the  works  in  accordance  with  such  certificate.'  Several  of 
these  Acts  further  provide,,  that  copies  of  the  plans  and  books  of 
reference,  and  of  the  corrections  or  extracts  therefrom,  certified  by 
the  Clerk  of  the  Peace  in  whose  custody  the  documents  are,  shall 
be  received  in  all  courts  of  justice  and  elsewhere,  as  evidence  of 
their  contents.^  Under  the  Markets  and  Fairs  Clauses  Acts,  two 
justices  are  also  empowered  to  grant  certificates,  which  shall  be 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  works  are  completed  and  ^t  for  public 
use;'  and  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  contains  a 
similar  enactment,  except  only  that  the  certificate  must  be  under 
the  hand  of  the  chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions.*  Again,  certificates 
granted  by  the  Board  of  Trade  to  railway  companies,  either  under 
"  The  Eailway  Companies'  Powers  Act,  1864,"  or  "  The  Eailway 
Construction  Facilities  Act,  1864,"  must  be  judicially  noticed,  and 
are  provable  by  copies  published  in  the  London,  or  Edinburgh,  or 
Dublin  Gazette.^  Moreover,  certificates,  authorising  railway  com- 
panies to  modify  the  construction  of  roads,  bridges,  and  other 
engineering  works,  which  formerly  were  granted  by  the  Board  of 
Trade,  which  next  emanated  from  the  Commissioners  of  Railways, 
and  which  now  again  issue  from  the  Board  of  Trade,  will  be  ad- 


'  See  the  Markets  and  Fairs  Clauses  Act,  1847,  30  &  11  V.,  c,  14,  ?  7;  The 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  10  &  11  V.,  c.  17,  ?  7;  The  Harbours,  Docks, 
and  Piers  Clauses  Act,  1847,  10  &11  V.,  c.  27,  |  7;  The  Towns  Improvement 
Clauses  Act,  1847,  10  &  11  V.,  c.  34,  ?  20,  The  Cemeteries  Clauses  Act,  1847, 
10  &  11  v.,  c.  65,  §  7.     See,  also,  10  &  11 V.,  c.  24,  §  5. 

'  See  10  &  11  v.,  c.  14,  §  8;  id.  c.  17,  ?  10;  id.  c.  27,  §  10;  id.  c.  65,  §  8. 

3  10  &  11  v.,  c.  14,  §  33.  ♦  10  &  11  v.,  c.  27,  |  26. 

5  27  &  28  v.,  c.  120,  R  18,  30;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  121,  §?  20,  60.  See  33  & 
34  v.,  c.  19. 
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mitted  in  evidence; — the  first,  if  they  purport  to  have  been  made 
by,  or  by  the  authority  of,  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  to  be  signed  by 
some  officer  appointed  for  that  purpose  by  the  board; ' — the  second, 
if  they  purport  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  com- 
missioners, and  to  be  signed  by  two  or  more  of  the  commissioners;'' 
— and  the  last,  if  they  purport  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  secretaries 
or  assistant  secretaries  of  the  board,  or  by  any  other  officer  ap- 
pointed by  the  board  to  sign  documents  relating  to  railways.^ 

§  1638.  The  registration  of  medical  practitioners  under  the  §1458 
Medical  Act  of  1858  may  be  proved  by  a  copy  of  the  "  Medical 
Eegister  "  for  the  time  being,  purporting  to  be  printed  and  pub- 
lished by  or  at  the  instance  of  the  Registrar  of  the  General  Council 
of  Medical  Education  and  Registration  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
under  the  direction  of  such  council,  or,  "  in  the  case  of  any  person 
whose  name  does  not  appear  in  such  copy,"  by,  "  a  certified  copy 
under  the  hand  of  the  Registrar  of  the  General  Council,  or  of  any 
branch  council,  of  the  entry  of  the  name  of  such  person  on  the 
general  or  local  register."  *  The  registration  of  dentists  is  prov- 
able, under  the  Dentist's  Act,  1878,^  in  a  similar  manner.  Again, 
the  registration  of  "pharmaceutical  chemists  and  of  chemists  and 
druggists  "  is  provable  by  printed  copies  of  the  registers  purporting 
to  be  published  by  the  registrar  appointed  under  the  Pharmacy 
Acts  of  1852  or  1868,  and  countersigned  by  the  president  or  two 
members  of  the  Council  of  the  Pharmaceutical  Society.*  And  here 
also  "  the  absence  of  the  name  of  any  person  from  such  printed 
register  "  is,  in  most  cases, '  evidence,  till  the  contrary  is  made  to 
appear,  that  such  person  is  not  duly  registered.*     Similar  provi- 


'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  20,  §|66,  67. 

^  Id.,  coupled  with  9  &  10  V.,  c.  105,  ?§  2,  4. 

M4  &  15  v.,  c.  64,  §  3. 

*  21  &  22  v.,  c.  90,  §  27.  This  ?  further  enacts,  that  "  the  absence  of  the 
iiame  of  any  person  from  the  printed  copy  of  the  medical  register  shall  be 
evidence,  until  the  contrary  be  made  to  appear,  that  such  person  is  not 
registered  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act." 

MI  &  42  v.,  c.  33,  §  29.     See,  also,  |II.' 

«  15  &  16  v.,  c.  56,  ?  7;  31  &  32  V.,  c.  121,  |  13.  The  same  law  prevails  in 
Ireland.     See  38  &39  V.,  c.  57,  §  27,  Ir. 

'  But  see  32  &  33  V.,  c.  117,  ?  1. 

*>  31  &  32  v.,  c.  121,  §  13.     See,  also,  38  &  39  V.,  c.  57,  i  27,  Ir. 
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sions  with  respect  to  the  proof  and  admissibility  of  the  printed 
copies  of  the  register  of  Veterinary  Surgeons  are  contained  in  the 
Veterinary  Surgeons  Act,  1881." 


§  1638a.  Under  the  Army  Act,  1881,  "an  army  list  or  gazette 
purporting  to  be  published  by  authority,  and  either  to  be  printed 
by  a  Government  printer,  or  to  be  issued,  if  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
by  Her  Majesty's  Stationery  Office,  and  if  in  India,  by  some  officer 
under  the  Governor- General  of  India,  or  the  Governor  of  any 
Presidency  in  India,  shall  be  evidence -of  the  status  and  rank  of  the 
officers  therein  mentioned,  and  of  any  appointment  held  by  such 
officers,  and  of  the  corps,  or  battalion,  or  arm,  or  branch,  of  the 
service  to  which  such  officers  belong." ' 


§  1639.  The  certificates  authorising  solicitors  to  practise  must  §  1458a 
now  follow  the  form  given  by  the  Solicitors  Act,  1877,^  and  must 
be  signed  by  the  secretary  of  the  Incorporated  Law  Society.  The 
annual  stamp  duties  must  also  be  denoted  thereon,  and  the  date  of 
the  payment  of  such  duties  must  be  certified  by  the  proper  officer  , 
of  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  "  by  writing  under  his  hand,  or  by 
other  sufficient  means."  They  will  then  "  be  deemed  the  proper 
stamped  certificates  required  by  law  to  be  taken  out"  by  solicitors;* 
and  will,  it  is  presumed,  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  further 
proof.  ^  The  Law  List,  which  purports  to  be  published  by  the 
authority  of  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Eevenue,  is  also  made,  by 
the  Act  of  23  &  24  V.,  c.  127,  prima  facie  evidence  in  all  courts, 
and  before  all  justices  and  others,  that  the  persons  named  therein 
as  solicitors,  or  conveyancers,  are  duly  certificated;  and  the  absence 
of  the  name  of  any  person  from  such  list  is  evidence,  until  the  con- 
trary be  made  to  appear,^  that  such  person  is  not  qualified  to 
practise  for  the  current  year.'     An  extract  from  the  roll  of  solicitors 


M4  &  45  v.,  c.  62,  ?  3,  subs.  2,  and  §  9. 
M4  &  45  v.,  e.  58,  ?  163,  subs.  (d). 
MO  &  41  v.,  c.  25,  I  16,  Sch.  I.,  Form  A. 
'  23  &  24  v.,  e.  127,  ?  18. 

5  See,  also,  29  &  30  V.,  c.  84,  §§  28,  32,  and  Sch.  Ii;  of  Act,  Form  A.,  Ir. 

6  R.  V.  Wenham,  10  Cox,  222.  '  23  &  24  Y.,  c.  127,  f  22. 
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kept  by  the  registrar,'  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  secretary  of 
the  Incorporated  Law  Society,  is  also  evidence  of  the  facts  appear- 
ing in  such  extra^t.^ 


§  1640.  Certificates  of  fitness  for  employment,  which,  "  under  the  ?  1459 
Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1878,"  are  granted  by  the  "  surgeon  for 
the  district,"  will  probably  be  regarded  as  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  age  of  the  person  named  therein,  and  will,  also,  it  seems,  be 
received  in  evidence  without  proof,  provided  they  purport  to  be 
duly  signed  by  the  person  granting  them;'  and,  whether  the  law 
be  so  or  not,  it  is  clear  that  a  written  declaration  by  the  certifying 
surgeon  "  that  he  has  personally  examined  a  person  employed  in 
a  factory  or  workshop  in  his  district,  and  believes  him  to  be  under 
the  age  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence 
of  the  age  of  that  person."*  Under  "The  Contagious  Diseases, 
Animals,  Act,  1869,"  "the  certificate  of  an  inspector  of  a  local 
authority  to  the  effect  that  an  animal  within  the  district  is  affected 
with  cattle  plague,  pleuro- pneumonia,  or  sheep-pox,  shall,  for  the 
purposes  of  that  Act,  be  conolusive  evidence  in  all  courts  of  justice 
and  elsewhere  of  the  matter  certified." ''  Again,  certificates  given 
by  analysts  under  the  Act  of  1875  for  preventing  the  adulteration 
of  articles  of  food,  drink,  and  drugs,  are  admissible  in  evidence  if 
they  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  persons  giving  them,  and  are 
prima  facie  proof  of  the  result  of  the  analysis,  unless  the  party 
against  whom  they  are  tendered  in  evidence  shall  require  that  the 
analyst  shall  be  called  as  a  witness." 

§  1641.  Under  "  The  Chimney  Sweeper's  Act,  1875,"  the  chief 
officers  of  police  are  directed  to  keep  registers  of  master  sweeps; 
and  every  such  register  is  presumed  to  be  in  conformity  with  the 
directions  of  the  Secretary  of  State  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  and 


1  See  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66,  ?  87;  38  &  39  V.,  c.  77,  ?  14;  40  &  41.V.,  c.  57,  I 
78,  Ir.  2  23  &  24  V.,  c.  127,  I  22. 

'  41  v.,  c.  16,  II  27—30.  See,  however,  21  &  22  V.,  c.  90,  i  37,  which 
enacts,  that  no  medical  or  surgical  certificate  "shall  he  valid,  unless  the  per- 
son signing  the  same  be  registered  under  this  Act." 

*  41  v.,  c.  16,  I  92. 

5  32  &  33  v.,  c.  70,  §  33.  «  38  &  39  V.,  c.  63,  §  21. 
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any  entry  in  it  may  be  proved  by  a  copy  purporting  to  be  certified 
as  true  by  the  chief  officer.'  Any  statement,  also,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  him,  "of  the  absence  of  such  an  entry  in  any  case"  is 
made  "  evidence  of  the  matters  therein  appearing."  ^ 


§  1642.  Under  the  statutes  relating  to  marriages,  if  any  action  g  1459a 
be  brought,  as  it  may  be,  against  a  party  for  having  vexatiously 
entered  a  caveat,  "  a  copy  of  the  declaration  of  the  Registrar- 
General,  purporting  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  General 
Register  Office,  shall  be  evidence  that  the  Registrar-General  has 
declared  such  caveat  to  have  been  entered  on  frivolous  grounds,  and 
that  they  ought  not  to  obstruct  the  grant  of  the  licence,  or  the  issue 
of  the  certificate;  "  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  shall  recover  costs 
and  damages.^ 

§  1643.  The  registrar  of  judgments  in  Ireland  is  required,  by  an  g  i46a 
Act  passed  in  1850,  to  grant  a  certificate  under  his  hand  of  the 
registry  or  reentry  of  any  judgment,  or  revival,  decree,  rule,  order. 
Crown  bond,  recognizance  or  lis  pendens,  or  of  any  satisfaction, 
vacate,  or  quietus,  in  his  office,  and  this  certificate  is  made  evidence 
of  such  registry  or  re-entry.* 

§  1644.  The  Transfer  of  Land  Act  of  1862,' — which  established  a  ^  1460a 
registry  of  title  to  landed  estates,* — directed  the  registrar,  upon  re- 
quest, to  deliver  to  every  registered  proprietor  a  certificate,  called  a 
"  land  certificate,"  which  was  to  be  under  the  seal  of  the  office,  and 
signed  by  the  registrar;  and  such  certificate,  which  was  required 
to  contain  "  all  such  particulars  as  are  material  or  useful  for  the 
purpose  of  manifesting  the  exact  nature  of  the  owner's  estate  and 
interest,"  '  was  made  evidenee(whether  conclusive  or  merely  prima 
facie  was  not  specified)  of  the  several  matters  therein  contained.^ 
§  70  of  the  same  Act   empowered  the  registrar,  under  particular 


1  38  &  39  v.,  c.  70,  ?14.  '  H. 

'  7  W.  4  &   1  v.,  c.  22,   S  5;  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.   85,  §  3T;  7  &  8  V.,  c.  81,  ?  43, 

Ir.  *  13  &  14  v.,  c.  74,  §  10,  Ir. 
5  25  &  36  v.,  c.  53.                       M  2.  '§68.  '        «  ?  71. 
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circumstances,  to  grant  "  special  land  certificates,"  which  "  shall 
be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  registered  proprietor  to  the 
land,  as  appearing  by  the  record  of  title."  As  this  Statute, — like 
too  many  others, — was  not  productive  of  all  the  beneficial  results 
anticipated  by  its  sanguine  promoters,  a  fresh  attempt  was  made  by 
the  Legislature  in  1865  to  simplify  titles  and  facilitate  the  transfer 
of  land.  By  the  Act  passed  for  these  laudable  purposes  a  new  land 
registry  has  been  established,'  and  the  registrar  is  empowered  to 
grant  land  certificates,  whether  the  title  be  absolute,  qualified,  or 
possessory,^  copies  of  registered  leases,'  and  certificates  of  charge.* 
Both  these  classes  of  certificates  are  rendered  "primd  facie  emdence 
of  the  several  matters  therein  contained,"  while  the  office  copy  of  a 
registered  lease  is  made  "  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  lease."  ° 
Under  The  Declaration  of  Title  Act,  1862,"  the  Chancery 
Division  is  authorised,  after  making  a  declaration  of  title  in  favour 
of  any  landowner,  to  grant  him  a  certificate,  under  seal,  setting 
forth  the  title  so  declared,  and  further  stating  that  the  time  for 
appealing  has  expired;  and  such  certificate  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  facts  therein  stated.'^  In  "  The  Eecord  of  Title  Act,  Ireland, 
1865,"  will  be  found  clauses  very  similar  to  those  contained  ifi  the 
first  and  third  of  the  English  Acts  just  mentioned.' 

§  1645.  Under  the  recent  Act  *  authorising  the  registration  of 
deeds,  conveyances,  wills,  incumbrances,  and  other  matters  affecting 
lands  in  Yorkshire,  the  registrar,  or  his  deputy,  is  bound  to  indorse 
on  each  instrument  registered  a  certificate  stating  the  date  of 
registration,  and  the  volume,  page,  and  number  in  the  register  in 
which  it  is  enrolled;  this  certificate  must  then  be  signed  by  the 
registrar  and  sealed  with  the  office  -seal,  after  which  it  becomes 
evidence,'  the  signature  and  seal  being  judicially  noticed.'"     The 


'  38&39  v.,  c.  87,  §5.  «  g  10.  '§16.  *  ^  22.  »  J  80. 

«  25  &  26  v.,  c.  67,  §  22.     See,  also,  28  &  29  V.,  c.  88,  ,§  9,  Ir. 

'  28  &  29  v.,  c.  88,  M  9,  18,  20,  21,  Ir.  See,  also,  U  16  and  32,  as  to  the 
effect  of  certain  memorials,  when  registered  under  the  Act. 

8  47  &  48  V,  c.  54.  This  Act,  which  is  entitled  "The  Yorkshire  Registries 
Act,  1884,"  repeals  the  old  statutes  rela;ting  to  registration  in  Yorkshire, 
cited  ante,  ?  1127,  and  establishes  three  register  offices  at  Northallerton, 
Beverly,  and  Wakefield,  g  31. 

M  9.  11  §  32. 

(4274) 


CHAP.  IV.  ]    KEGIST.  OP  DEEDS  AND  WILLS  IN  YORKS.  AND  MIDLSX.    1403 

registrar  must  also,  at  the  instance  of  any  person,  cause  an  official 
search  to  be  made  in  the  office  books,  and  furnish  a  certificate  of  the 
result  under  his  hand  and  the  office  seal;  and  every  certificate  so 
signed  and  sealed,  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence.'  The  Act  of 
Quean  Anne's  reign,  which  authorises  the  registration  of  legal 
instruments  in  the  Middlesex  Eegistry  Office,  ^  contains  somewhat  ' 
similar  enactments  respecting  certificates  of  enrolment,''  and  of 
searches;*  but  these  certificates, — unlike  those  in  Yorkshire, — 
require  no  official  seal,  though,  oddly  enough,  the  certificates  of 
searches,  as  well  as  those  which  relate  to  "  judgments,  statutes, 
or  recognizances,"  must  be  "testified  by  two  credible  witnesses."^ 

§  1646.  Where  deeds,  memorials,  or  other  instruments  are  re-  S  1462 
quired  by  statute  to  be  enrolled  or  registered,  the  mode  of  proving 
the  enrolment  or  registration  will  depend  in  great  measure  on  the 
language  employed  in  the  particular  Act;  but,  perhaps,  thus  much 
may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where,  in  pursuance  of 
the  uniform  practice  of  the  office  of  enrolment  or  registration, 
the  officer,  at  the  time  of  making  the  proper  entry  in  his  books, 
returns  to  the  party  the  original  instrument,  with  a  certificate  or 
memorandum  of  enrolment  or  registration  indorsed  thereon,  such 
certificate  or  memorandum  will  be  evidence  both  of  the  fact  and 
date  of  enrolment  or  registration,  without  proving  the  signature 
or  official  character  of  the  person  signing  it.^  This  doctrine  has 
long  since  been  applied  to  the  enrolment  of  bargains  and  sales 
under   the   Act  of  27  H.  8,   c.  16;'  of   leases  of  lands  within   the 

"  M  20,  2].  ^  7  A,,  c,  20.  '  U  6,  19.  ♦  §  12. 

^  Qusere,  whether  either  of  these  witnesses  must  now  be  called,  or  the 
registrar's  signature  proved  in  any  way.  See  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  ^  1,  cited 
ante,  ^  7. 

"  Doe  V.  Lloyd,  1  M.  &  Gr.  684,  685.  There  a  deed,  requiring  enrolment 
under  the  Mortmain  Act,  was  produced  at  the  trial,  and  bore  the  following 
indorsement, —  "Enrolled  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  the  17th  of  De- 
cember, 1836,  being  first  duly  stamped,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  statutes 
made  for  that  purpose.  D.  Drew."  The  court  held  that,  without  proving  the 
signature  or  official  character  of  Mr.  Drew,  the  memorandum  was  evidence 
that  the  deed  was  enrolled  on  the  day  stated,  it  having  been  certified  to  by  the 
court  by  an  officer  of  the  Enrolment  Office,  that  the  memorandum  was  in  the 
usual  form.    See  ante,  ?  21. 

'  Kinnersley «.  Orpe,  1  Doug.  58,  per  Buller,  J.;  recognised  in  Doei'.  Lloyd, 
1  M.  &  Gr.  685;  Compton d.  Chandless,  4  Esp.  16,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 
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Duchy  of  Lancaster  ; '  and  of  indentures  under  the  Mortmain 
Act; "  and  it  is  equally  applicable  to  the  enrolment  of  all  instru- 
ments which  are  now  necessarily  enrolled  in  the  respective  ofi&ces 
of  the  Duchies  of  Cornwall  or  Lancaster,'  and  also  to  a  variety, 
of  other  enrolments  which  are  rendered  necessary  by  Act  of 
Parliament. 


§  1647.  Indeed,  the  same  doctrine  has  been  recognised  and  even  §  1463 
extended  by  the  Legislature  with  Tespect  to  all  documents  enrolled 
either  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office,*  or  in  what  is  now  called  the  Enrol- 
ment Department  of  the  Central  Office, -^  for  the  Act  of  12  &  13  V., 
c.  109,  enacts,  in  §  12,  that  "  the  clerk  of  the  petty  bag  shall,  upon 
request,  and  payment  of  the  proper  fees  payable  in  respect  thereof, 
indorse  or  write  upon  every  specification  "which  at  any  time  hereto- 
fore has  been  enrolled  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office  (provided  the 
enrolment  shall  then  be  in  his  custody,)  and  upon  every  deed, 
instrument  in  writing,  and  document,  which  at  any  time  hereto- 
fore has  been,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  be,  enrolled  in  the 
Petty  Bag  Office,  a  certificate  stating  that  such  specification,  deed,  - 
instrument  in  writing,  or  document  has  been  or  was  enrolled  in 
the  said  Petty  Bag  Office,  and  the  day  of  such  enrolment,  and 
shall  cause  such  certificate  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  said 
Chancery  Common  Law  Seal;  and  every  such  certificate  purport- 
ing or  appearing  to  be  so  sealed  or  stamped,  shall  be  admitted  and 
received  in  evidence,  as  well  before  either  House  of  Parliament, 
as  also  before  any  committee  thereof,  and  also  by  and  before  all 
courts,  tribunals,  judges,  justices,  and  other  persons  whomsoever, 
without  further  proof,  and  as  sufficient  primfi,  facie  evidence  that 
the  specification,  deed,  instrument  in  writing,  or  document,  therein 
mentioned  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office  on  the  day 
mentioned  in   such  certificate."      §  18  of  the   same  statute  con- 


'  Kinnersley  v.  Orpe,  1  Doug.  56. 

'  Doe  V.  Lloyd,  1  M.  &  Gr.  671;  1  Scott,  N.  R.  505,  S.  C. ;  9  6.  2,  c.  36. 
'  See 26  &  27  V.,  c.  49,  U  31,  32;  7&  8  V.,  c.  65,  §?  31,  33;  and  11  &  12  V., 
c.  83,  ?  14. 

*  Thi.s  office  will  he  abolished  on  next  vacancy  of  the  clerk,  42  &  43  V.,  c. 
78,  1st  Sch.,  Part  2. 

*  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  E.  1. 
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tains  a  similar  enactment,  authorizing  the  clerk  of  the  Enrolement 
Department,  or  his  deputy  or  assistant,  to  certify  the  due  enrolment 
of  Bill  documents  deposited  in  that  office.' 

§  1648.  With  respect  to  all  deeds  relating  to  the  possessions  ?  1464 
of  the  Crown,  which  are  enrolled  in  the  Land  Revenue  Office,  it 
is  now  enacted  by  statute,  that  a  memorandum  of  enrolment  on 
the  deed,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  keeper  of  the  records 
and  enrolments,  or  his  deputy  or  assistant,  shall  be  receivable  as 
sufficient  evidence,  not  only  for  the  enrolment  but  even  of  the  due 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  that,  too,  without  proof  of  the  signature 
attached  to  it.'^ 

^  The  precise  words  of  |  18,  which,  from  some  unaccountable  reason,  vary 
from  those  employed  in  ?  12,  are  as  follows: — "  The  Clerk  of  the  said  Enrol- 
ment Office,  or  his  dejputy  or  assistant,  shall,  upon  request,  and  payment  of 
the  proper  fees  payable  in  respect  thereof,  indorse  or  write  tipon  every  deed, 
speciflcaton,  instrument  in  writing,  and  document,  which  at  any  time  hereto- 
fore has  been,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  be,  enrolled  in  the  said  Enrol- 
ment OiEce,  a  certificate  that  such  deed,  specification*  instrument  in  writing, 
or  document,  has  been  or  was  enrolled  in  Chancery,  and  the  day  on  which 
such  enrolment  was  made,  and  shall  cause  such  certificate  to  be  sealed  or 
stamped  with  the  said  seal  of  the  Chancery  Enrolment  Office  (a) ;  and  every 
such  certificate  purporting  or  appearing  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  shall  be 
admitted  and  received  in  evidence  by  all  courts  and  other  tribunals,  judges, 
justices,  and  others,  without  further  proof,  and  as  sufficient  primS,  facie  evi- 
dence that  the  deed,  specification,  document,  or  instrument  in  writing,  therein 
mentioned  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  the  day  and  at  the 
time  mentioned  in  such  certificate." 

^  2  W.  4,  c.  1,  I  26,  enacts,  that  "where  any  deed  or  certificate,  receipt,  or 
other  instrument,  which  shall  appear  to  have  been  made,  given,  or  executed 
under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  or  of  any  Act  heretofore  passed  relating  to 
the  possessions  of  land  revenues  of  the  Crown,  shall  have  written  thereon  a 
memorandum  of  its  having  been  enrolled  in  the  said  office  of  records  and 
enrolments,  and  such  memorandum  shall  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  Keeper 
of  the  Records  and  Enrolments,  or  by  any  person  acting  as  his  deputy  or 
assistant,  such  memorandum  shall,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
be  sufficient  proof  of  the  deed,  certificate,  receipt,  or  other  instrument,  having 
been  duly  made,  granted,  given,  or  executed  by  the  party  or  parties  by  whom 
the  same  shall  purport  to  have  been  signed  or  executed,  and  of  its  having 
been  duly  enrolled  as  stated  by  such  memorandum,  and  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  under  which  the  same  shall  appear  to  have  been  made,  granted, 
given,  or  executed,  having  been  duly  complied  with;  and  such  memorandum 
shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
signature  thereto."     See  16  &  17  V.,  c.  56,  ?  6. 

(a)This  seal  must  be  judicially  noticed.     See  ante,  ?  6. 
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§  ia48A.  Under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Acts,  1878,  1882,'  the  certificate 
of  registration  of  a  bill  of  sale  in  the  Bills  of  Sale  Department  of  the 
Central  Office,^  even  though  it  state  that  the  affidavit  of  execution 
has  been  duly  filed  as  required  by  those  statutes,  is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  bill  of  sale  but  an  authenticated  or  office  copy  of 
the  document  registered,  must,  in  strict  law,  be  actually  produced.' 

§  1649.  Besides  the  mode  of  proving  enrolments  which  has  §  1465 
just  been  stated,  it  is  clear  that  they  may  now  be  proved  in  most, 
if  not  in  all,  cases  by  the  production  of  office  copies;  and  by  several 
Acts  of  Parliament  such  copies  are  made  evidence,  not  only  of  the 
enrolment  itself,  but  of  the  contents  of  the  instruments  enrolled. 
One  of  these  statutes.  The  Charitable  Trusts  Act  of  1855,  has 
already  been  referred  to  in  another  connexion;*  and  another  Act 
is  that,  just  cited,^  of  12  &  13  V.,  c.  109,  which  enacts,  in  §  17, 
that  "every  document  or  writing  sealed  or  stamped,  or  purporting 
or  appearing  to  be  sealed  or  stamped,  with  the  said  seal  of  the 
Chancery  Enrolment  Office,  and  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  any 
enrolment  or  other  record,  or  of  any  other  document  or  writing  of 
any  description  whatsoever,  including  any  drawings,  maps,  or  plans 
thereunto  annexed  or  endorsed  thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a 
true  copy  of  such  enrolment,  record,  document  or  writing,  and  of 
such  drawing,  map,  or  plan,  if  any,  thereunto  annexed,  and  shall 
without  further  proof,  be  admissible  and  admitted  in  evidence  as 
well  before  either  House  of  Parliament,  as  also  before  any  com- 
mittee thereof,  and  also  by  and  before  all  courts,  tribunals,  judges, 
justices,  officers,  and  other  persons  whomsoever,  in  like  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  and  effect  as  the  original  enrolment,  record, 
document,  or  writing,  could  or  might  be  admissible  or  admitted  in 
evidence,  as  well  as  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of  such 
enrolment,  record,  document,  or  writing,  and  the  drawing,  map,  or 


'  41  &  42  v.,  c.  31,  I  10;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  43,  §  8. 
-  2  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXI.,  R.  1. 

«  See  Halkett  v.  Emmott,  47  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  436;  S.  C.  nom.  Emmott  r.  Mar- 
chant,  Halkett,  Claim.,  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  555;  Mason  v.  Wood,  45  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
76;  Law  Rep.,  1  C.  P.  D.  63,  S.  C. 

*  18  &  19  v.,  c.  124,  I  42,  cited  ante,  I  1127,  n.  4. 

5  Ante,  I  1647. 
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plan,  if  any,  thereunto  annexed,  as  also  proving  such  enrolment, 
record,  document,  or  writing,  to  be  an  enrolment,  record,  document, 
or  -writing,  of  or  belonging  to  the  said  Court  of  Chancery;  and 
that  such  enrolment,  record,  document,  or  writing,  was  made, 
acknowledged,  prepared,  filed,  or  entered,  on  the  day,  and  at '  the 
time,  when  the  original  enrolment,  record,  document,  or  writing 
shall  purport  to  have  been  made,  acknowledged,  prepared,  filed  or 
entered." 


§  1650.  Another  salutary  example  of  this  mode  of  proof  is  2  1466 
afforded  by  the  Act  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  83,  which  relates,  among 
other  things,  to  the  mode  of  proving  documents  enrolled  in  the 
respective  Duchies  of  Cornwall  and  Lancaster.  That  Act,  by  §  6, 
enacts,  that  "  where  any  deed,  certificate,  receipt,  or  other  instru- 
ment relating  to  the  lands  or  possessions  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall, 
shall  havp  been  duly  enrolled  in  the  office  of  the  said  Duchy, 
the  enrolment  in  the  books  of  the  said  office,  or  an  examined  copy 
of  such  enrolment,  or  a  certificate  purporting  to  set  forth  a  true 
copy  of  the  whole  or  part  thereof,  and  purporting  to  be  signed 
and  certified  by  the  Keeper  of  the  Records  of  the  Duchy  for  the 
time  being,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and 
without  producing  the  original,  or  calling  any  attesting  witness, 
and  (in  the  case  of  a  certified  cOpy)  without  proof,  other  than  the 
production  of  such  certificate,  that  such  certified  copy  is  in  fact  a 
true  copy,  be  admitted  by  and  before  all  courts  and  justices,  and 
in  all  legal  proceedings,  to  be  proof  of  such  original  instrument 
or  enrolment  thereof,  or  of  so  much  thereof  as  the  said  certified 
copy  purports  to  set  forth,  and  that  the  original  was  duly  made, 
granted,  given,  or  executed  by  the  parties  thereto."  §  14  of  the 
same  Act  extends  the  provisions  just  set  out  to  all  instruments 
enrolled  in  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  since  the  31st  of  August,  1848. 

§  1650a..  "  The  Yorkshire  Registries  Act,  1884," '  contains,  in 
addition  to  the  sections  already  referred  to  at  p.  1402,  some  special 
provisions  which  deserve  notice.      First  comes  §  22,  which,  after 


1  47&48V.,  c.  54. 
10  LAW  or  EVID.— V.  IV.  (4279) 
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authorising  any  person, — subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and 
to  any  rules  made  thereunder, — to  require  a  certified  copy  of,  or 
extract  from,  any  document  enrolled  in  the  register,  or  of  or  from  any 
entry  in  the  register,  or  any  book  or  index  kept  at  the  office,  or  any 
rule  made  under  the  Act,  proceeds  to  enact  that  "thereupon  a 
certified  copy  or  extract,  signed  by  the  registrar  and  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  register  office,  shall  be  given  to  such  person;  and  every 
such  copy  or  extract,  so  signed  and  sealed,  shall  be  receivable  as 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  such  document  or  entry,  in  every  case 
where  such  contents  may  under  the  rules  of  evidence  be  proved  by 
means  of  any  copy  or  extract;  but  nothing  in  this  section  contained 
shall  be  taken  to  dispense  with  the  production  of  any  original  docu- 
ment, in  any  case  in  which  the  production  thereof  might  otherwise 
be  required,  nor  dispense  with  any  proof,  which  might  otherwise 
be  required,  as  to  the  due  making  and  execution  thereof."  §  44 
gives  directions  that  "  all  registers,  books,  indexes,  and  other  docu- 
ments and  instruments  in  or  belonging"  to  the  old  registries 
abolished  by  this  Act,  shall  "  be  vested  in  the  Clerks  of  the  Peace" 
for  the  respective  ridings,  and  be  held  by  them  for  the  purposes  of 
the  New  Registry,  and  be  disposed  of  as  the  Justices  at  Quarter 
Sessions  may  direct;  and  it  then  further  enacts,  that  such  Justices 
shall  provide  for  the  deposit  and  safe  custody  of  all  these  documents 
in  the  new  registry  offices,  and  for  the  making  of  searches  therein 
and  of  copies  thereof.  By  virtue  of  §  45,  all  copies  of  enrolments 
of  bargains  and  sales  enrolled  in  the  old  registries,  and  of  the  entries 
or  enrolments  of  deeds,  wills,  writings,  or  conveyances  registered 
at  full  length  in  the  old  registry  for  the  North  Riding,  shall  be 
signed  by  the  registrar  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  office;  and 
all  copies  so  signed  and  sealed  shall  be  as  good  evidence  as  attested 
copies  under  the  old  law.' 


§  1651.  Again,  under  the  Act  of  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  87,  which  is   ?  1467 
one  of  the  statutes  regulating  the  office  at  Dublin  for  the  registra- 
tion of  deeds,  conveyances,  and  wills  in  Ireland,  office  co'^ies  of  the 


'  The  old  statutes,  now  repealed  by  this  new  Act,  required  the  copies  to 
be  attested  by  "two  credible  witnesses."  See  ante,  I  1645,  ad  fin.;  also  5 
A.,  c.  18,  §  2;  6  A.,  c.  35,  ?  17j  and  8  Geo.  2,  c.  6,  I  21. 
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memorials  registered  are  rendered  admissible  in  evidence  under 
certain  restrictions;  f or  §  32  of  that  statute  enacts,  that  "  in  all 
proceedings  before  any  court  of  justice,  for  all  purposes  whatsoever, 
an  office  copy  of  any  memorial  registered  in  the  said  office  shall, 
upon  such  office  copy  being  proved  in  like  manner  as  an  office  copy 
of  any  other  record,  be  received  and  taken  as  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  memorial  of  which  it  purports  to  be  an  office  copy, 
without  the  production  of  the  original  memorial:  provided  always, 
that  the  party  producing  such  office  copy  shall,  if  out  of  Dublin 
ten  days,  and  if  in  Dublin  eight  days,  before  producing  the  same, 
give  notice  in  writing  to  the  adverse  party  thereof;  and  provided 
also,  that  such  adverse  party  shall  not  within  in  four  days  after 
receiving  such  notice,  demand  by  a  counter  notice  that  the  original 
memorial  shall  be  produced;  and  in  every  case  in  which  such 
counter  notice  shall  be  given,  the  costs  of  producing  the  original 
memorial  shall  be  paid  by  either  party,  as  the  court  in  which  the 
proceeding  shall  take  place,  or  the  taxing  officer  of  such  court, 
may  determine." 


§  1651a.  The  Act,  too,  passed  in  1850,  for  amending  the  laws 
for  the  registration  of  assurances  of  lands  in  Ireland,'  further 
enacts  in  §  47,  that  "  the  registrar  shall  cause  to  be  provided  for 
any  person  applying  for  the  same,  copies  or  extracts  from  any 
document  which  has  been  deposited  in  the  said  Register  Office 
under  this  Act;  and  in  every  case  when  a  copy  or  extract  is  so  pro- 
vided, the  seal  of  the  said  Register  Office  shall  be  impressed  on 
each  sheet  of  such  copy  or  extract;  and  a  certificate,  signed  by  the 
proper  officer  of  the  said  Register  Office,  shall  be  written  at  the 
head,  or  in  the  margin  of  such  copy  or  extract,  or  shall  be  indorsed 
on  the  same,  which  certificate  shall  contain  a  statement  that  the 
copy  or  extract  on  which  the  same  is  written  in  an  examined  copy 
of,  or  extract  from,  a  document  deposited  in  the  said  Register 
Office,  and  shall  specify  the  book  or  parcel  in  which  such  document 
is  made  up,  and  the  number  of  such  document  in  such  book  or 
parcel;  and  every  document  so  sealed,  with  such  certificate 
thereon,  containing  such  statement,  and  purporting  to  be  so  signed 


'  13  &  14  v.,  c.  72,  Ir. 
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as  aforesaid,  shall  be  evidence  that  such  document  is  a  copy  or 
extract  from  a  document  deposited  in  the  said  Register  Office, 
and  made  up  in  the  book  or  parcel  specified  in  such  certificate,  and 
numbered  in  such  book  or  parcel  as  in  such  certificate  is  expressed, 
and  of  the  contents  of  the  document  deposited  in  the  said  Register 
Office,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  is  purported  to  be  extracted." 
An  assignment  of  a  judgment  in  Ireland  may  be  proved  by  an 
examined  copy  of  the  enrolment  of  the  memorial,'  and  a  certified 
copy  of  such  enrolment  would  probable  be  also  admissible.'' 

§  1652.  To  prove  a  judgment  mortgage  under  the  Irish  Act  §  1467a 
of  13  &  14  v.,  c.  29,  §§  6  &  7,  the  chain  of  evidence  consists  of 
three  links:  First,  the  judgment  must  be  proved  in  the  usual  way; 
next  the  affidavit,  which  is  filed  in  the  court  when  the  judgment 
is  entered,  must  be  proved  by  an  office,  or  a  certified,  or  an 
examined  copy;  and,  lastly,  the  due  registration  of  an  office  copy  of 
this  affidavit  in  the  office  for  registering  deeds  and  wills  in  Ireland, 
must  be  proved  either  by  an  examined  or  by  a  certified  copy.^  It 
seems,  too,  to  be  still  a  question  of  doubt  whether  such  last-named 
copy  will  be  received  in  evidence,  unless  the  notice  required  by  the 
Act,  just  cited,  of  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  87,  §  32,  has  been  duly  given.* 


§  1653.  To  render  a  parson's  deed  of  relinquishment  available  §  i467b 
under  the  Clerical  Disabilities  Act,  1870,^  first,  the  deed  must  be 
enrolled  in  the  Enrolment  Department  of  the  Central  Office,'  and 
next,  an  office  copy  of  it  must  be  recorded  by  the  bishop.  The 
statute  then  provides,  in  §  7,  that  "  a  copy  of  the  record  in  the 
registry  of  the  diocese,  duly  extracted  and  certified  by  the  registrar 
of  the  bishop,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  due  execution,  .enrolment, 
and  recording  of  the  deed,  and  of  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  require- 
ments of  the  Act  in  relation  thereto." 


'  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald,  8  Com.  B.  592;  Hobhouse  v.  Hamilton,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  207;  9  G.  2,  c.  5,  Ir.;  25  G.  2,  c.  14,  Ir.;  12  G.  3,  c.  19,  ?  3,  Ir. 
'  See  ante,  g  1599. 
»  See  Duncan  v.  Brady,  12  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  171;  13  &  14  V.,  c.  72,  g  9. 

♦  Id. 

6  33  &  34  v.,  c.  91. 

•  EulesofSup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  LXL,  RR.  1,  9. 
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§  1655.  The  mode  of  proving  by-laivs '  varies  according  to  tiie  j  1469 
particular  language  of  the  statute  or  charter,  under  the  authority 
of  which  they  have  been  made.  For  instance,  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  empowers  every  company  to  which  that 
Act  applies,  to  make  by-laws  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the 
conduct  of  their  officers  and  servants,  and  of  providing  for  the  due 
management  of  their  aifairs; '  and  the  production  of  a  written  or 
printed  copy  pwrporfrngr  to  have  the  seal  of  the  company  affixed 
thereto,  "  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  such  by-laws  in  all  cases  of 
prosecution  under  the  same."  ^ 

§  1656.  With  respect  to  such  by-laws  as  any  railway  company  §  1470 
is  empowered  to  make  for  regulating  the  traveling  upon,  or  using 
and  working,  the  railway,  or  for  imposing  penalties  upon  persons 
other  than  the  servants,  it  would  seem  that,  before  they  can  be 
enforced,  the  colnpany  must  produce  either  the  book  containing 
the  originals  purporting  to  be  under  its  seal,  or  an  examined  or 
certified  copy  of  the  by-laws,*  and  must  also,  perhaps,  show  that  a 
certified  copy  has  been  sent  to  the  Board  of  Trade, — or,  from  the 

'  As  to  when  by-laws  will  be  inferred  from  long  usage,  see  ante,  §  127. 
'  ^  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16,  ?  124,  enacts,  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company 
from  time  to  time  to  make  such  by-laws  as  they  think  fit,  for  the  purpose  of 
regulating  the  conduct  of  the  officers  and  servants  of  the  company,  and  for 
providing  for  the  due  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company  in  all  respects 
whatsoever,  and  from  time  to  time  to  alter  or  repeal  any  such  by-laws,  and 
make  others,  provided  such  by-laws  be  not  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  that 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  where  the  same  are  to  have  effect,  or  to  the 
provisions  of  this  or  the  special  Act;  and  such  by-laws  shall  be  reduced  into 
writing,  and  shall  have  affixed  thereto  the  common  seal  of  the  company;  and 
a  copy  of  such  by-laws  shall  be  given  to  every  officer  and  servant  of  the 
company  affected  thereby."  ?  125  enacts,  that  "it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
company;  by  such  by-laws,  to  impose  such  reasonable  penalties  upon  all 
persons,  being  officers  or  servants  of  th6  company,  offending  against  such 
by-laws,  as  the  company  shall  think  fit,  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for  any 
one  offence."  ?  126  enacts,  that  "  all  by-laws  to  be  made  by  the  company 
shall  be  so  framed  as  to  allow  the  justice,  before  whom  any  penalty  imposed 
thereby  may  be  sought  to  be  recovered,  to  order  a  part  only  of  such  penalty 
to  be  paid,  if  such  justice  shall  think  fit." 

'  ?  127;  8  &  9  v.,  c.  113,  §  1,  cited  ante,  |  7;  qu.  whether  the  same  proof 
would  suffice,  if  the  by-laws  were  offered  in  evidence  by  the  company,  in 
defending  an  action  for  false  imprisonment. 

*  Motteram  v.  E.  Cos.  Ry.  Co.,  29  L.  J.,  M.  C.  57;  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  58, 
S.  C;  cited  ante,  ?  1600. 
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9th  of  November,  1846,'  until  the  10th  of  October,  1851,'  to  the 
old  CommisBioners  of  Railways, — and  has  been  allowed,  or  at  least, 
not  disallowed,  by  these  respective  bodies; '  and  further,  that  the 
by-laws  have  been  duly  published.  Much  difficulty  has  been  felt  in 
determining  what  will  amount  to  proof  of  due  publication.  The  late 
Mr.  Justice  Williams,  unable  to  explain  away  the  precise  languge  of 
the  Legislature,  was  of  opinion  that  nothing  less  would  suffice  than 
proof,  either  direct,  or  at  least  presumptive,  that  a  printed  paper 
or  painted  board,  containing  a  copy,  was  affixed-  and  continued 
on  the  front  or  other  conspicuous  part  of  every  wharf  or  station 
belonging  to  the  company,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  respec- 
tive by-laws,  and  in  case,  of  its  being  afterwards  displaced  or 
damaged,  then,  that  such  paper  or  board  was  replaced  as  soon  as 
conveniently  might  be.*  The  other  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas, 
being  less  scrupulous  than  their  learned  brother,  have  rather  cut 
than  untied  the  statutable  knot  by  deciding,  that,  upon  an  in- 
formation before  justices  charging  a  railway  passenger  with  an 
infraction  of  the  company's  by-laws,  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  that 
copies  of  the  by-laws  were  affixed  at  the  two  stations  respectively 
at  which  the  passenger  entered  and  quitted  the  carriage.*  In  many 
of  the  earlier  Railway  Acts  a  clause  was  introduced,  which  rendered 
it  necessary  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  certain  justices  or  other 
persons  to  the  by  laws  made  by  the  company,  but  the  Act  of 
3  &  4  v.,  c.  97,  enacts,  in  §  10,^  that  "  so  much  of  every  clause, 
provision,  and  enactment  in  any  Act  of  Parliament  herebefore 
passed,  as  may  require  the  approval  or  concurrence  of  any  justice 
of  the  peace,  court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  or  other  person  or  persons, 
other  than  members  of  the  said  companies,  to  give  validity  to  any 
by-laws,  orders,  rules,  or  regulations  made  by  any  such  company, 
shall  be  repealed." 

•  9  &  10  v.,  c.  105,  I  2;  Gazette  of  Friday,  6th  Nov.  1846. 

'  When  the  Act  appointing  Commlss.  of  Eail.  was  repealed.  See  14  &  15 
v.,  c.  64,  ?  1. 

'  Compare  3  &  4  V.,  c.  97,  §?  7—9,  and  8  &  9  V.,  c.  20,  ?§  108—111.  As 
to  proof  of  the  order  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  allowing  the  by-laws,  see  ante, 
pp.  1308  and  1361,  n.  2;  and,  as  to  proof  of  a  similar  order  by  Commiss. 
of  Rail.,  see  ante,  pp.  1360,  n.  4,  and  1361,  n.  1. 

*  8&9  v.,  c.  20,  U  110,  in. 

^  Motteram  v.  E.  Cos.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  58;  29  L.  J.,  TVI.  C.  57,  S.  C. 
"  Though  this  5  was  repealed  by  34  &  35  V.,  c.   78,   the  repeal  did  not 
affect  the  law  as  stated  in  the  text,  see  §  17  of  the  Repealing  Act. 
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§  1657.  The  by-laws  made  by  the  Corporation  of  Loadon  in  j  1471 
pursuance  of  certain  Acts '  for  regulating  the  port  of  London  and 
the  vend  and  delivery  of  coals,  may  be  proved  by  the  production 
of  a  printed  or  written  copy  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  town 
clerk  ot  the  city  of  London;  and  such  copy  "shall,  without  any 
other  proof,  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  such  by-laws,  and  of  the 
making,  submission,  allowance,  and  publication  thereof,  unless  the 
contrary  shall  be  proved."  "  So,  any  by-law  or  order  made  by  the 
local  authority  under  "  the  Slaughter  Houses,  &c.  Metropol.  Act, 
1874,"  may  be  proved  by  a  printed  copy  purporting  to  be  certified 
by  the  clerk  of  the  local  authority  to  be  a  true  copy,  or  purporting 
to  be  sealed  by  the  seal  of  the  local  authority ;  and  any  such  by-law 
or  order  shall,  until  the  contrary  is  proved,  be  deemed  to  have  been 
duly  made  and  confirmed.'  So,  the  production  of  a  printed  copy 
of  the  by-laws  made  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  or  by  a 
district  board,  or  vestry,  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  of  1855,  "  if  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  board  or  vestry, 
shall  be  evidence  of  the  existence,  and  of  the  due  making,  confima- 
tion,  and  publication^  of  such  by-laws,  in  all  prosecutions  under  the 
same,  without  adducing  proof  of  such  seal,  or  of  the  fact  of  such 
confirmation  or  publication  of  such  by-laws."  *  So,  any  by-law 
made  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  of  Dublin  may  be  proved  by  a 
copy  under  the  corporate  seali  provided  it  contain  a  declaration 
signed  by  the  Lord  Mayor  that  the  by-law  has  been  duly  made, 
published,  and  allowed,  and  is  still  in  force.^ 


§  1658.  By-laws  made  in  Ireland  under  the  Common  Lodging  §  1471a 
Houses  Acts,^ — unlike  those  made  with  respect  to  lodging  houses 
under  the  Public   Health,   Ireland,  Act,   1878,'^are  provable  by 
copies  signed  or  sealed  by  the  proper  local  authority,  and  counter- 
signed by  some  person   or  persons  duly  representing  the  Local 


1  10  G.  4,  c.  cxxiv.;  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  Ixxvi.;  1  &  2  V.,  c.  ci.;  8  &  9  V.,  c.  101. 

2  8  &  9  v.,  c.  101,  ?§  6,  7;  and  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113,  |  1,  cited  ante,  §  7. 

3  37  &  38  v.,  c.  67,  I  8.  *  18  &  19  V.,  c.  120,  §  203. 
5  12  &  13  v.,  c.  97,  ^20,.Ir. 

«  29  &  30  v.,  c.  44,  R  21,  23,  Ir. ;  35  & 36  V.,  c.  69,  ?§  2,  5,  Ir. 
'  41  &  42  v.,  c.  52,  II  91,  100.     As   to  proof   of  these  by-laws,    see  post, 
?  1659,  ad  fin. 
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Government  Board.'  So,  the  special  rules  whicli  are  established  in 
any  coal  mine,  or  nietalliferoas  mine,  under  the  Acts  of  35  &  36  V., 
cc.  76  &  77,  may  be  proved  by  a  copy  certified  under  the  hand  of 
one  of  the  Government  Inspectors;  and  such  copy  is  also  evidence 
that  the  rules  have  been  duly  established.^  Again,  a  printed 
copy  of  the  regulations  made  by  any  Metropolitan  Water  Company 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  waste,  misuse,  or  contamina- 
tion of  water,  if  dated,  and  purporting  to  be  made  as  in  "  The 
Metropolis  Water  Act,  1871,"  is  pointed  out,  and  to  be  authenti- 
cated by  the  seal  of  such  company  is  "  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
existence,  and  of  the  due  making,  confirmation,  and  publication, 
of  such  regulations  in  all  prosecutions  or  proceedings  under  the 
same,  without  adducing  proof  of  such  seals,  or  of  the  fact  of 
such  confirmation  or  publication  of  such  regulations,  or  of  any 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Act  relative  thereto  having  been  com- 
plied with."  ^  The  by-laws  made  by  the  conservators  of  the 
Thames,  since  the  commencement  of  the  year  1865,  are  provable 
by  copies  purporting  to  be  printed  by  direction  of  the  conservators, 
and  authenticated  by  the  common  seal,  and  by  the  signature  of 
their  secretary;  and  every  such  copy  is  conclusive  evidence  of  such 
by-law,  and  of  the  due  making  and  allowance  thereof,  without  proof 
of  such  seal  or  signature,*  Somewhat  similar  provisions  are  also 
to  be  found  in  the  Salmon  Fisheries  Act,  1873,  for  facilitating  the 
proof  of  by-laws  made  by  any  Board  of  Conservators  for  a  fishery 
district.'  It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  "  The  Explosive  Act,  1875,"  ^ 
though  it  contains  several  elaborate  provisions  for  the  making  and 
publication  of  by-laws  with  respect  to  the  loading  and  conveyance 
of  gunpowder,'  has  no  clause  to  regulate  or  simplify  the  mode  of 
proving  such  rules.  The  rules  and  by-laws  made  by  trustees  of 
docks,  under  the  passengers  Act,  1855,  for  regulating  the  em- 
barkation and  landing  of  emigrants,  and  for  licensing   emigrant 


'  These  would  seem  to  be  either  the  TJnder  Secretavy  to  the  Lord  Lieutenant, 
or  the  president  or  vice-president  of  the  Board,  or  any  two  other  members  of 
the  Board,  "  both  executing."     See  35  &  36  V.,  c.  69,  §  4,  Ir. 

2  See  35  &  36  V.,  c.  76,  §  59,  and  c.  77,  J  30;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  48,  §  5. 

«  34  &  35  v.,  c.  113,  ?  25.  *  27  &  28  V.,  c.  113,  §  33. 

r   6  36  &  37  v.,  c.  7!,  ?  45.  «  38  &  39  V.,  0.17. 

'  §§  34—38,  84. 
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porters,  are  subject  to  a  peculiar  mode  of  proof;  for  their  validity 
depends  on  the  approval  of  a  Secretary  of  State,  who  must  autho- 
rise their  publication  in  the  "  London  Gazette,  "  which  publica- 
tion shall  for  all  purposes  be  deemed  conclusive  evidence  of  such 
rules  and  by-laws,  and  of  the  approval  thereof  by  such  Secretary  of 
State." ' 


§  1659.  Under  "The  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1882,"  "the 
production  of  a  written  copy  of  a  by-law,  made  by  the  council  under 
that  Act,  or  under  any  former  or  present  or  future  general  or  local 
Act  of  Parliament,  if  authenticated  by  the  corporate  seal,  shall, 
until  the  contrary  is  proved,  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  due 
making  and  existence  of  the  by-law,  and,  if  it  is  so  stated  in  the 
copy,  of  the  by-law  having  been  approved  and  confirmed  by  the 
authority,  whose  approval  or  confirmation  is  required  to  the  making 
or  before  the  enforcing  of  the  by-law.^  Again,  by-laws  made, 
under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,'  by  any  Local  Authority  other 
than  the  council  of  a  borough, — whether  they  relate  to  scavenging 
and  cleansing,*  or  to  the  keeping  of  animals,^  or  to  common  lodging 
houses,"  or  to  offensive  trades,'  or  to  mortuaries,'  or  to  new  build- 
ings," or  to  public  pleasure  grounds,'"  or  to  markets,"  or  to  slaughter 
houses,'^  or  to  the  licensing  of  horses,  boats,  &c  ,  for  hire,"  or  to 
hop  pickers," — are  provable  by  copies  signed  and  certified  by  the 
clerk  of  such  authority  to  be  true  copies,  and  to  have  been  duly  con- 


'  18&19V.,  c.  119,  ?82. 

'  45  &  46  v.,  c.  50,  ?  24.  As  to  pleading  such  by-laws,  see  Elwood  v.  Bul- 
lock, 6  Q.  B.  384 — 388.  For  other  enactments  respecting  the  making  and  proof 
of  by-laws,  see  "The  Irish  Municipal  Corporation  Act,"  3  &  4  V.,  c.  108,  §§ 
125—127,  "The  Markets  and  Fairs  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  10  &  11  V.,  c.  14,  U 
42—49;  "The  Commissioners  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  id.  c.  16,  U  96-^-98;  "The 
Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  id.  c.  27,  U  83—90;  "The 
Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  id.  c.  34,  U  200—207;  and  "The 
Town  Police  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  id.  c.  89,  ?  71. 

^  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55,  §§  182—188,  326.  This  last  sect,  enacts,  that  all  by-laws 
made  under  any  of  the  Sanitary  Acts,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  "  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  by-laws  under  this  Act." 

*  H4.  '  §44.  6  gg  8o_  90. 

'  g  113.  *  §  141.  »  §  157. 

"  §  164.  "  §  167.  '2  I  169. 

•3  i  172.  "  ?  314. 
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firmed;  and  every  such  copy  "shall  be  evidence,  until  the  contrary 
is  proved,  in  all  legal  proceedings  of  the  due  making,  confirmation,' 
and  existence  of  such  by-laws  without  further  or  other  proof."  ^ 
The  same  mode  of  proof  is  adopted  in  the  Public  Health, 
Ireland,  Act,  1878,  with  respect  to  all  by- laws  made  by  any 
sanitary  authority  under  that  statute.^ 


§  1660.*  The  admissibility  and  effect  or  public  documents,  §  1473 
as  instruments  of  evidence,  will  next  be  considered.  And  here, 
following  the  same  course  which  was  pursued,  when  explaining  in 
what  manner  public  documents  might  be  proved,  attention  will 
first  be  drawn  to  Statutes,  State  Papers,  and  other  writings  of  a 
cognate  character.  With  respect  to  these  documents,  it  may  be 
generally  observed,  that,  provided  they  have  been  duly  authenti- 
cated in  some  one  of  the  modes  stated  above,  and  their  contents 
be  pertinent  to  the  issue,  they  will  be  admissible,  either  as  primft 
facie  or  as  conclusive  proof  of  the  facts  directly  stated  in  them; 
and  in  many  cases  they  will  be  received  in  evidence  even  of  such  • 
matters  as  are  inserted  in  them  by  way  of  introductory  recital. 
Thus,  where  certain  public  statutes  recited  that  great  outrages  had 
been  committed  in  a  particular  part  of  the  country,  and  a  public 
proclamation  was  issued,  with  similar  recitals,  and  offering  a  reward 
for  the  discovery  and  conviction  of  the  perpetrators,  these  were 
held  admissible  and  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence  of  those 
outrages,  to  support  the  averments  to  that  effect  in  an  information 
for  a  libel  on  the  Government  in  relation  thereto.^  So,  a  recital  of 
a  state  of  war,  in  the  preamble  of  a  public  statute,  is  good  evidence 
of  its  existence,  and  the  war  will  be  taken  notice  of  without  proof, 


'  As  to  the  confirmation  of  by-laws  made  under  the  above-named  Act,  see  47 
v.,  c.  12. 

^  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55,  §  186.  The  same  mode  of  proof  is  adopted  with  respect 
to  by-laws  made  by  any  Local  Authority  under  "  The  Public  Parks,  Scotland, 
Act,  1878,"  41  v.,  c.  8,  §  20. 

3  41  &  42  v.,  c.  52,  §  223,  Ir.  See,  also,  U  41,  54,  91,  100,  103,  105,  129,  of 
same  Act. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  ?  491,  in  some  part. 

5  K.  V.  Sutton,  4  M.  cSc  Sel.  532. 

(4288) 


CHAP.  IV.]      RECITALS  liJ  STAT. — PARLIAMENTARY  JOURNALS.         1417 

whether  this  nation  be  or  be  not  a  party  to  it.'  So,  a  recital  of 
relationship,  even  in  a  private  Act,  has  been  received  by  the  House 
of  Lords  as  cogent  evidence  of  pedigree  in  a  peerage  case ;  because 
such  recitals  used  never  to  be  inserted  in  a  private  Act,  unless ' 
their  truth  had  first  been  ascertained  by  the  judges,  to  whom  the ' 
bill  had  been  referred.^  As,  however,  the  evidence  in  support  of 
private  bills  is  no  longer  submitted  to  the  judges  for  approval, 
recitals  inserted  in  them  since  this  change  in  the  practice  would 
seem  to  be  inadmissible;'  for,  as  a  general  rule,  a  local  or  private 
statute,  though  it  contains  a  clause  requiring  it  to  be  judicially 
noticed,  is  not,  as  against  strangers,  any  evidence  of  the  facts 
recited;*  neither  does  it  affect  the  public  with  a  knowledge  of  its 
contents.^  The  recitals,  too,  in  a  public  Act  are  not  conclusive 
evidence;  and,  therefore,  where  the  Schedule  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act  described  a  place  as  an  existing  borough,  proof  was 
admitted  to  show  that  this  description  was  false.^ 


§  1661.'  The  Speech  of  the  /Souereigrre  in  opening  Parliament,  and  §  1474 
the  Address  of  either  House  to  the  Crown,  would  seem  to  be 
evidence,  in  the  nature  of  reputation,  of  the  public  matters  they 
recite.*  The  Journals,  also,  of  either  House  are  the  proper 
evidence  of  the  action  of  that  House  upon  all  matters  before  it, 
whether  legislative,  ministerial,  or  in  the  Lords'  House,  judicial.'  , 
The  committee  of  privileges  has  even  admitted  an  entry  in  their 
Journals  as  evidence  of  limitations  in  a  patent  of  peerage,  without 


1  R.  V.  De  Berenger,  3  M.  &  Sel.  67,  69. 

2  Wharton  Peer.,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  302;  Shrewsloury  Peer.,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
13,  14. 

'  Shrewsbury  Peer.,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  13,  per  Ld.  St.  Leonards. 

*  Brett  V.  Beales,  M.  &  M.  421;  Taylor  v.  Parry,  1  M.  &  Gr.  604,  619,  622; 
D.  of  Beaufort  D.  Smith,  4  Ex.  E.  450,  470;  Cowell  v.  Chambers,  21  Beav.  619  ; 
Mills  V.  May,  of  Colchester,  36  L.  J.,  C.  P.  214,  per  Willes,  J.;  Polini  v.  Gray, 
and  Sturla  v.  Freccia,  L.  R.,  12  Ch.  D.  411,  427—437,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  49  L. 
J.,  Ch.  41,  48—53,  S.  C. 

*  Ballard  v.  Way,  1  M.  &W.  529,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
«  R.  V.  Greene,  6  A.  &  E.  548. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  §  491,  slightly. 
8  E.  V.  Francklin,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  636—638. 
'  Jones  V.  Randall,  1  Cowp.  17;  Root  v.  King,  7  Cowen,  613. 
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requiring  the  production  of  the  patent.'  So,  a  foreign  declaration 
of  war,  transmitted  by  the  British  Ambassador  to  the  Secretary  of 
State's  office,  and  produced  by  a  clerk  from  that  of&ce,  is  sufficient 
evidence  to  prove  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  hostilities 
between  two  foreign  states.^  How  far  diplomatic  correspondence 
may  go  to  establish  the  facts  recited,  does  not  clearly  appear f  but, 
in  America,  such  correspondence,  communicated  by  the  President 
to  Congress,  has  been  held  sufficient  proof  of  the  acts  of  foreign 
governments  and  functionaries  therein  narrated;*  and  in  that 
country  this  evidence  would  seem  to  be  generally  admissible, 
whenever  the  facts  recited  are  not  the  principal  points  in  issue, 
but  are  required  to  be  proved,  merely  in  order  to  support  some 
introductory  averment  in  the  pleadings.*^ 


§  1662.  Under  "  The  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1868,"  the  5  1475 
Government  Gazette, — which  term  applies  equally  to  the  London, 
the  Dublin,  and  the  Edinburgh  Gazettes,' — is,  as  already  pointed 
out,'  prima  facie  evidence  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regu- 
lation "  issued  by  her  Majesty,  or  by  the  Privy  Council,  or  by  any 
of  the  principal  departments  of  the  government.'  At  common  law, 
too,  the  Gazette  is  admissible  evidence  of  other  Acts  of  State, 
such  addresses  received  by  the  Crown,  and  the  like.'  But  in 
regard  to  the  acts  of  public  functionaries,  which  have  no  relation, 
or  only  a  slight  relation,  to  the  affairs  of  government, — such  as  the 
appointment  of  an  officer  to  a  commission  in  the  army,'"  or  the 


1  Ld.  Dufferin's  case,  4  CI.  &  Fin.  568;  Saye  &  Sele  Peer.,  1  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
507,  510.  '  Thelluson  v.  Gosling,  4  Esp.  266. 

»  See  R.  V.  Francklin,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  638. 

*  Eadoliflfe  v  Un.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johns.  38,  51;  Talbot  v.  Seeman,  1  Cranch,  1, 
37,  38. 

*  Radcliflfe  v.  tin.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johns.  51,  per  Kent,  C.  J. 

«  31  &  32  v.,  c.  37,  §  5.  '  '  Ante,  §  1527. 

8  31  &  32  v.,  c.  37,  I  2. 

'  E:  v.  Holt,  5  T.  E.  436,  443;  Att-Gen.  v.  Theakstone,  8  Price,  89;  Picton's 
case,  30  How.  St.  Tr.  493;  Van  Omeron  v.  Do  wick,  2  Camp.  44;  B.  N.  P.  226. 

'"  E.  V.  Gardner,  2  Camp.  513,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  Kirwan  v.  Cockburn, 
6  Esp.  233,  per  id.     But  see  now  by  Statute,  ante,  ?  1638A. 
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Queen's  grant  of  Land  to  a  subject,' — the  Gazette,  unless  rendered 
admissible  by  statute,  cannot  in  general  be  read  in  Evidence. 


§  1663.  In  some  few  cases,  the  Legislature  has  expressly  made  2  1476 
this  paper  conclusive  evidence  of  certain  facts,  which  are  directed  to 
be  published  in  it."  For  instance,  the  production  of  the  Dublin 
Gazette,  "  purporting  to  be  printed  and  published  by  the  Queen's 
authority,"  and  containing  any  proclamation,  warrant,  order,  or 
notice  under  the  Irish  Peace  Preservation  Act,'  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  necessary  to  authorise 
the  issuing  of  any  such  instrument;  and  every  such  instrument 
shall  be  deemed  in  all  courts  to  have  been  issued  in  conformity  with 
such  Acts.*  So,  the  Dublin  Gazette  is  conclusive  evidence  of  any 
order  published  in  it,  which  purports  to  have  been  made  by  the 
Lord  Lieutenant  in  Council  under  the  provisions  of  the  Irish 
County  Boundaries  Acts.^  Again,  all  rules  and  special  rules  made 
under  "  the  General  Prisons,  Ireland;  Act,  1877,"  either  by  the  Lord 
Lieutenant  or  by  the  General  Prisons  Board,  may  be  conclusively 
proved  by  the  production  of  the  Dublin  Gazette,  in  which  they  have 
been  published."  So,  the  statutes,  which  respectively  regulate  the 
issue  of  Bank  notes  in  England  and  Ireland, — after  requiring  the 
Commissioners  of  Stamps  and  Taxes  to  publish  in  the  London  and 
l)ublin  Gazettes  respectively  certificates  containing  certain  parti- 
culars,— enact  that  the  Gazette,  in  which  such  publication  shall  be 
made,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  in  all  courts  of  the  amount  of 
bank  notes,  which  the  banker  named  in  the  certificate  is  by  law 
authorised  to  issue  and  have  in  circulation; '  the  Irish  Act  adding, 
"  exclusive  of  an  amount  equal  to  the  monthly  average  amount 
of  the  gold  and  silver  coin  held  by  such  banker  as  herein 
provided." 


•  R.  V,  Holt,  5  T.  E.  443,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

'  See  29  &  30  V.,  c.  117,  §  33  ;  and  31  &  32  V.,  c.  59,   ?  29,  Jr.,  cited  ante, 
?  1620. 
'  19  &  20  v.,  c.  36,  Ir.;  28  &  29  V.,  c.  118,  Ir;  38  V.,  c.  14,  Ir. 

*  28  &  29  v.,  c.  118,  ?  2,  It.;  34  &  35  V.,  c.  25,  §  5. 
5  35  &  36  v.,  c.  48,  ?  3. 

^  40  &  41  v.,  c.  49,  ?  57,  Ir.     As  to  the  proof  of  the  English  prison  mles, 
ante,  p.  1305,  n.  3. 
'  7  &  8  v.,  c.  32,  ?  15;  8  &  9  V.,  c.  37,  §  10,  Ir. 
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§  1664.  Again,  an  order  in  Council-  under  the  City  of  London 
Parochial  Charities  Act,  1883,  approving  a  scheme  for  the  manage- 
ment of  charity  property,  furnisher  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
scheme  was  within  the  scope  of  the  Act;  and  neither  the  scheme 
nor  the  order  can  further  be  questioned  in  any  legal  proceeding.' 
So,  also,  an  order  in  Council  under  the  Extradition  Act,  1870, 
becomes,  on  being  published  in  the  London  Gazette,  "  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  arrangement  therein  referred  to  complies  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  Act,  and  that  the  Act  applies  in  the  case 
of  the  Foreign  State  mentioned  in  the  order."  "^  So,  the  due 
publication  of  final  notices,  under  the  Acts  relating  to  the  drainage 
of  lands  in  Ireland,^  may  be  conclusively  proved  by  the  production 
of  the  Dublin  Gazette,  in  which  they  shall  be  published.*  So, — as 
already  stated  in  another  connexion,^ — some  of  the  most  important 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy  are  capable  of  being  proved,  by  the 
production  of  a  copy  of  the  Gazette  in  which  they  have  been 
published. 

§  1665.  Gazettes,  in  common  with  all  other  newspapers,  are  fre-  »  1473 
quently  offered  in  evidence  with  the  view  of  fixing  an  adversary 
with  knowledge  of  certain  facts  advertised  therein;  but  here  it  is 
always  advisable,  and  sometimes  necessary, — unless  the  case  is 
governed  by  a  special  Act  of  Parliament, — to  furnish  some  evidence, 
from  which  the  jury  may  infer  that  the  party  sought  to  be  affected 
by  the  notice  has  read  it.  This  doctrine  applies  even  to  cases 
where  the  notice  published  in  the  Gazette  relates  to  some  public 
matter,  as,  for  instance,  the  blockade  of  a  foreign  port;  for,  although, 
as  between  nation  and  nation,  the  notification  of  a  blockade,  may, 
from  the  moment  it  is  made  by  one  State  to  the  government  of 
another,  bind  all  the  subjects    of  the    latter,*  this   rule  will  not 


1  46  &  47  v.,  c.  36,  §  36. 

2  33  &  34  v.,  c.  52,  ?  5. 

'  5  &  6  v.,  c.  89,  Ir.;  8  &  9  V.,  c.  69,  Ir.;  9  &  10  V.,  c.  4,  Ir.;  10  &  11  V., 
c.  79,  Ir. 

«  10  &  11  v.,  c.  79,  ?  4,  Ir. 

^  Ante,  I  1549.  The  Irish  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Act,  1857,  20  &  21  V., 
c.  60,  contains  somewhat  similar  provisions  in  §§  358,  364. 

»  Neptunus,  2  Eob,  Adm.   E.  110,  per  Sir  W.  Scott;   Adelaide,  id.  112,  n. 
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extend  to  suits  between  private  individuals.  Therefore  where  an 
action  was  brought  on  a  ship  policy,  and  the  underwriters  urged  in 
defence,  that  the  voyage  was  to  a  port  which  the  master  knew  was 
blockaded,  and  that  consequently  the  policy  was  void,  the  court  held 
that  the  jury  were  justified  in  negativing  any  knowledge  on  the  part 
of  the  master,  though  it  appeared  that  he  was  in  this  country  some 
time  after  the  publication  of  the  Gazette  in  which  the  blockade 
was  notified.^ 


§  1666.  The  Gazette  containing  a  a  notice  of  dissolution  of  part-  ^  1479 
nership  will,  indeed,  be  admissible  without  any  additional  proof,  as 
against  all  persons  who  have  had  no  previous  dealings  with  the 
firm;^  and  even  against  those  who  have  had  such  dealings,  it  will, 
after  formal  proof  of  the  actual  dissolution  by  producing  the  deed, 
be  evidence  to  show  that  the  partnership  was  openly  dissolved.^ 
Still,  in  order  to  deprive  the  old  correspondents  of  the  firm  of  their 
right  of  action  against  the  retiring  partner,  further  evidence  must 
be  given  than  the  mere  production  of  the  Gazette  in  which  notice 
of  dissolution  has  been  inserted;*  and  if  the  defendant  be  not  in  a 
condition  to  prove  that  a  circualr  was  sent  in  due  course  to  the 
plaintiff,  he  must  at  least  show  facts,  from  which  an  inference  may 
be  drawn  that  the  plaintiff  has  seen  the  notice.  This  may  be  done 
.  in  a  variety  of  ways,  as  by  proving  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  in  the 
habit  of  taking  in  the  Gazette  or  other  newspaper,  or  has  attended 
a  reading-room  where  it  was  taken  in,  or  has  shown  himself 
acquainted  with  other  articles  in  the  number  containing  the  notice, 
or  has  evinced  an  unusual  interest  in  the  affairs  of  the  partnership, 
and  the  like.^     But  it  seems  not  enough  to  prove  that  the  news- 


1  Harratt  v.  "Wise,  9  B.  &  C.  712. 

'  Godfrey  v.  TurnbuU,  1  Esp.  371,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Newsome  v.  Coles,  2 
Camp.  617,  per  Ld.  EUenborough;  Wright  v.  Pulham,  2  Chit.  E.  121;  Hart 
V.  Alexander,  7  C.  &  P.  753,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 

^  Hart  V.  Alexander,  7  C.  &  P.  749,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 

*  Graham  v.  Hope,  Pea.  R.  154,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

^  Godfrey  v.  Macauley,  Pea.  E.  155,  n.;  Jenkins  v.  Elizard,  1  Stark.  E.  419, 
per  Ld.  EUenborough;  Hart  v.  Alexander,  2  M.  &  W.  484;  Leeson  v.  Holt, 
1  Stark.  E.  186.     As  to  notices  by  carriers  restricting  their  liability,  see  11 

(4293) 


1422      JUDGMENTS,  HOW  FAB  ADMISS.  AGAINST  STRANGERS.    [PAET  III. 

paper    was    circulated    in   the   immediate    neighborhood    of    the 
plaintiff's  residence.' 


§  1667.  The  admissibility  and  effect  of  judicial  records  and  ?  1480 
documents  must  now  be  considered;  and  first,  as  to  judgments. 
Here,  if  the  object  be  merely  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  judgment, 
its  date,  or  its  legal  consequences,  the  production  of  the  record,  or 
the  proof  of  an  examinied  copy,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts 
against  all  the  world.  This  rests  on  the  ground  that  a  judgment  is 
a  public  transaction  of  a  solemn  character,  which  must  be  presumed 
to  be  faithfully  recorded.  Therefore,  if  a  party  indicted  for  any 
offence  has  been  acquitted,  and  sues  the  prosecutor  for  malicious 
prosecution,  the  record  is  conclusive  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  to 
establish  the  fact  of  acquittal,  although  the  parties  are  necessarily 
not  the  same  in  the  action  as  in  the  indictment;'  but  it  is  no 
evidence  whatever,  that  the  defendant  was  the  prosecutor,  even 
though  his  name  appear  on  the  back  of  the  bill,^  or  of  his  malice, 
or  of  want  of  probable  cause;  *  and  the  defendant,  notwithstanding 
the  verdict,  is  still  at  liberty  to  prove  the  plaintiff 's  guilt.*  So,  a 
judgment  against  a  master  or  principal  for  the  negligence  of  his 
servant  or  agent,  is  conclusive  evidence  against  the  servant  or  agent 
of  the  fact,  that  the  master  or  principal  has  been  compelled  to  pay 
the  amount  of  damages  awarded;  but  it  i6  not  evidence  of  the  fact 
upon  which  it  was  founded,  namely,  the  misconduct  of  the  servant 
or  agent.  So,  a  judgment  recovered  against  a  surety  will  be 
evidence  for  him,  to  prove  the  amount  which  he  has  been  compelled 
to  pay  for  the  pricipal  debtor;  but  it  furnishes  no  proof  whatever 


G.  4  &  1  W.  4,  c.  68;  Munn  v.  Baker,  2  Stark.  R.  255;  Rowley  v.  Home,  3 
Bing.  2.  As  to  similar  notices  hj  Railway  or  Canal  Companies,  see  17  &  18 
v.,  c.  31,  ?  7. 

'  Norwich  &  Lowestoft   Navig.  Co.  v.  Theobald,  M.  &   M.  153,  per  Ld. 
Tenterden. 

'  Legatt  V.  Tollervey,  14  East,  302. 

»  B.  N.  P.  14. 

*  Purcell  V.  Macnamara,  9  East,  361;  1  Camp.  199,  S.  C. ;  Incledon  v.  Berry, 
1  Camp.  203,  n.  a.  ^  B.  N.  P.  15. 

^  Green.i).  New  River  Co.,  4  T.  R.  590;  Prit^hard  v.  Hitchcock,  6  M.  &  Gr. 
165,  per  Cresswell,  J. ;  Tyler  v.  Ulmer,  12  Mass.  166,  per  Parker,  C.  J. 
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of  his  having  been  legally  liable  to  pay  that  amount  through  the 
principal's  default.'  The  same  doctrine  will  apply  to  other  cases, 
where  the  party  has  a  remedy  over,  as  for  contribution,  or  the  like.^ 
In  an  action  against  a  surety,  where  the  defence  was  that  the 
plaintiff  had  received  certain  moneys  from  the  principal  in  satisfac- 
tion of  his  damages,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  on  traversing 
this  plea,  might  put  in  evidence  a  judgment  recovered  from  him 
by  the  assignees  of  the  principal  for  the  amount  so  received  as 
money  had  to  their  use,  not  indeed  as  conclusive  proof  that  the 
money  had  been  paid  to  him  by  the  principal  in  the  way  of 
fraudulent  preference,  but  as  showing  that  he  had  actually  repaid 
the  money  to  the  assignees,  and  as  generally  'explaining  the 
transaction.* 


§  1668.  If  the  objobt  Ije  lo  discredit  a  witness,  by  proving  that    §  1481i; 
he  has  given  difPerent  testimony  on  a  former  trial,  the  Judgment  in 
that  cause,  though  the  litigating  parties  be  strangers,  will  be  admis- 
sible for   the.;  purpose  of  introducing  the  evidence  of  his  former  ■ 
statements.*     So,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  on  a 
trial,  the  record  will  be  evidence  to  show  that  such  a  trial  was  hadf'^ 
and  if  a  party  be  indicted  for  aiding  the  escape  of  a  felon  from 
prison,  the  production  of  the  record  of  conviction  from  the  proper 
custody,  will  be  conclusive  evidence  that  the  prisoner  was  convicted 
of  the  crime  stated  therein.^     So,  where  a  man  brought  ejectment, 
as  heir-at-law,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his  legitimacy,, 
called  his  mother  to  prove  her  marriage  before  his  birth,  a  state- 
ment made  by  her  on  cross-examination,  that  she  had  never  beem 
before  certain  magistrates  to  affiliate  her  son,  was  allowed  to  be- 
contradicted  by  the  production  of  a  bastardy  order,  which  purported. 


1  King  V.  Norman,  4  Com.  B.  884,  898. 

°  Powell  V.  Layton,  2  N.  R.  371,  per  Mansfield,  C.   J. ;  Kip  v.  Brigham,  6' 
Johns.  158;  7  Johns.  168;  Griffin  v.  Brown,  2  Pick.  304. 
"  Pritchard  v.  Hitchcock,  6  M.  &  Gr.  151. 

*  Clarges  v.  Sherwin,  12  Mod.  343;  Foster  v.  Shaw,  7  Serg.  &  E.  156. 

5  R.  V.  lies,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  118;  B.  N.  P.  243;  R.  jj.  Hammond  Page,  2 
Esp.  649,  n. 

*  R.  V.  Shaw,  E.  &  R.  526.     A  certificate  of  the  conviction  would  also  be 
evidence.     See  ante,  ??  1612— 1614. 
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to  have  been  made  on  her  complaint  in  regard  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
magistrates  in  question.'  So,  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff '^  for 
neglect  in  regard  to  an  execution,  it  is  usual  to  give  in  evidence 
judgments  against  third  persons,  to  show  the  character  in  which  the 
plaintiff  claims,  and  the  amount  of  damage  he  has  sustained.'  So, 
if  A.  sues  the  sheriff  for  trespass  to  his  goods,  the  latter  may  give 
in  evidence  a  judgment  against  B.,  and  then  shovi^  that  he  seized 
the  goods  by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias. upon  that  judgment,  and  that 
the  goods  belonged  to  B."*  So,''  where  the  judgment  constitutes  one 
of  the  muniments  of  a  party's  title  to  land  or  goods, — as  where  a 
deed  was  made  under  a  decree  in  Chancery,"  or  goods  were  purchased 
at  a  sale  made  by  a  sheriff  upon  an  execution,' — the  record  may  be 
given  in  evidence  against  a  party  who  is  a  stranger  to  it.  So,  in  an 
action  to  recover  lands,  a  decree  in  a  suit  between  the  defendant's 
father,  and  other  persons  unconnected  with  the  plaintiff,  which 
directed  that  the  father  should  be  let  into  possession  of  the  estate 
as  his  own  property,  has  been  held  admissible  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  not  as  proof  of  any  of  the  facts  therein-  stated,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  explaining  in  what  character  the  father,  through 
whom  the  defendant  claimed,  had  afterwards  taken  actual  possession 
of  the  estate.*  Many  other  instances  might  be  given  of  the  admis- 
sibility of  judgments  inter  alios,  where  the  record  is  matter  of 
inducement,  or  merely  introductory  to  other  evidence;  but  those 
cited  will  suffice  to  illustrate  the  principle. 

§  1669.  Adjudications  are  sometimes  tendered  in  evidence  for   J  148S 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  magistrates  who  pronounced,  and  the 
officers  who  enforced,  them,  against  an  action  of  trespass.      And 
here  the  rule  of  law  is,  that,  provided  the  adjudication,  when  read 


,    '  Watson  V.  Little,  29  L,  J.,  Ex.  267;  5  H.  &N.  472,  S.  C. 

^  It  should  here  be  noted  that  a  sheriff  is  no  longer  liable  to  an  action  for 
an  escape,  40  &  41  V.,  c.  21,  §  31;  40  &  41  V.,  c.  49,  ?  43,  Ir. 

^  Davies!).  Lowndes,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  607,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Adams  v.  Balch, 
5  Greenl.  188.  *  1  St.  Ev.  255. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  ?  539,  as  to  three  lines. 

«  Barr  v.  Gratz,  4  Wheat.  213. 

'  1  St.  Ev.  255;  Witmer  v.  Schlatter,  2  Rawle,  359;  Jackson  v.  Wood,  3 
Wend.  27,  34;  Fowler  v.  Savage,  3  Conn.  90,  96. 

8  Davies  v.  Lowndes,  6  M.  &  Gr.  471,  520;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  607,  S.  C. 
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in  connexion  with  the  other  proceedings,  shows,  either  expressly  or 
by  fair  and  necessary  inference,  that  the  judge  had  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject-matter,  it  will  furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  even  if  those  facts  are  necessary  to  give  the 
judge  jurisdiction; '  or,  perhaps,  it  may  be  more  conectly  stated, 
that  the  production  of  the  judgment,  and  of  the  proceedings  on 
which  it  is  founded,  will  be  a  bar  to  all  inquiry  respecting  the  truth 
or  falsehood  of  the  facts  stated,  and  will  conclusively  establish  the 
immunity  of  the  judge.^  The  above  doctrine,  which  is  essential  to 
the  administration  of  the  law, — since,  without  it,  who  would  be 
found  so  bold  as  to  act  as  a  magistrate  ? — is  occasionally  prayed  in 
aid  for  the  protection  of  judges  of  even  courts  of  record;  because, — 
although  by  an  excellent  law  of  very  great  antiquity,  no  action  will 
lie  against  such  personages  for  an  erroneous  judgment,  or  for  any 
other  act  done  by  them  in  the  exercise  of  their  judicial  functions, 
and  within  the  general  scope  of  their  jurisdiction,^ — yet  this  pro- 
tection does  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  judge,  either  wilfully,  or 
under  a  mistake  not  of  fact  but  of  law,  acts  wholly  without  juris- 
diction.'' Still,  the  rule  in  question,  though  sometimes  available  on 
occasions  of  greater  importance,  is  generally  applied  to,  and  will 
certainly  be  best  illustrated  by,  those  cases,  in  which  justices  of 
the  peace  have  been  sued  by  parties  who  imagined  themselves 
wronged  by  a  conviction  or  order. 

§  1670.  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird '  is  a  leading  authority  on  this  sub-    §  1483 
ject.  That  was  an  action  of  trespass  against  magistrates  for  taking 
and  detaining  a  vessel.     At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  vessel  was 

'  »See  and  compare  Taylor  v.  Clemson,  2  Q.  B.  1031,  1032,  per  Tindal,  C.  J., 
delivering  the  judgment  of  Ex.  Ch. ;  Basten  v.  Carew,  3  B.  &  C.  652,  653, 
per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Brittain  v.  Kinniard,  1  B.  &  B.  437,  per  Dallas,  C.  J.; 
442,  443,  per  Richardson,  J. ;  Betts  v.  Bagley,  12  Pick.  572,  582,  per  Shaw, 
C.  J. 

^  Aldridge  v.  Haines,  2  B.  &  Ad.  408.  per  Parke,  J.;  1  St.  Ev.  255. 

'  Garnett  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  611,  625;  9  D.  &  E.  657,  S.  C;  Floyd  v. 
Barker,  12  Co.  25;  Fray  v.  Blackburn,  3  B.  &  S.  576;  Scott  v.  Stansfield,  3 
Law  Eep.,  Ex.  220;  37  L.  J.,  Ex.  155,  S.  C. 

♦  Houlden  v.  Smith,  14  Q.  E.  841;  Calder  v.  Halket,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  28. 

'1  B.  &  B.  432.  In  Mould  v.  Williams,  5Q.  B.  473,  Coleridge,  J.,  observed, 
"  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird  has  been  oftener  recognised  than  almost  any  modern 
case."     See  Ayrton  v.  Abbott,  14  Q.  B.  1. 
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seized  by  the  defendants,  as  magistrates,  under  the  Bum-boat  Act 
now  repealed,'  and  the  plaintiff  sought  to  prove  that  it  was  not  a 
boat  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act;  but  this  he  was  not  permitted 
to  do,  on  the  ground  that  the  conviction  was  the  only  evidence  of 
what  the  magistrates  had  determined.  The  conviction  was  then 
put  in,  and  as  no  defects  appeared  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  as  the 
vessel  was  there  called  a  boat,  it  was  held  to  constitute  a  conclusive 
defence  to  the  action,  and  the  plaintiff  was  accordingly  nonsuited.  On 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  was  strongly  urged  that  the  magistrates 
had  no  right  to  assume  to  themselves  jurisdiction,  by  calling  that  a 
boat  which  was  in  fact  a  ship;  and  was  asked  whether  a  justice 
could  seize  a  seventy-four  gun  vessel,  and  then  justify  the  legal 
detention  by  describing  it  in  the  conviction  as  a  boat.  To  this  it 
was  answered  by  the  court,  that,  supposing  such  a  thing  done,  the 
conviction  would  still  be  conclusive,  and  the  party  would  b©  without 
civil  remedy,  though  a  decision  so  gross  would  undoubtedly  be  good 
ground  for  a  criminal  proceeding  against  the  jiistice;"  and  Richard- 
son, J.,  observed,  "  whether  the  vessel  in  question  were  a  boat  or 
not,  was  a  fact  on  which  the  magistrate  was  to  decide,  and  the 
fallacy  is  in  assuming  that  the  fact  which  the  magistrate  has  to 
decide  is  that  which  constitutes  his  jurisdiction.  If  a  fact  decided 
as  this  has  been  might  be  questioned  in  a  civil  suit,  the  magistrate 
would  never  be  safe  in  his  jurisdiction."  ' 

§  1671.  Again,  where  a  justice,  acting  under  the  Highway  Act,*  ? 
had  issued  an  order  for  the  removal  of  certain  timber  encumbering 
the  highway,  and  an  action  of  trespass  was  in  consequence  brought 
against  him  by  the  owner  of  the  timber,  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  prove,  in  contradiction  to  the  order,  that  the  place 
where  the  wood  was  lying  was  no  part  of  the  highway.  °  So,  where 
two  magistrates  were  sued  in  trespass  for  having  given  the  plaintiff's 
landlord  possession  of  a  farm  as  a  deserted  farm,  under  the  Act  of  11 


1  2  G.  3,  c.  28;  repealed  by  2  &  3  V.,  c.  47,  §  24. 

^  1  B.   &  B.  438,   439;  cited  with  approbation  by  Coleridge,  J.,  in  R.  v. 
Buckinghamshire  J8.,  3  Q.  B.  809. 

'  1  B.  &  B.  442,  cited  by  Ld.  Denman  as  an  admirable  judgment  in  E.  v. 
Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  74.  *  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  50,  §  73. 

*  Mould  V.  Williams,  5  Q.  B.  469. 
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G.  2,  c.  19,  §  16,  the  production  of  the  record  of  their  proceedings, 
which  set  forth  the  facts  necessary  to  give  them  jurisdiction,  and  by 
which  it  appeared  that  they  had  pursued  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  was  held  to  be  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  action,  and  the 
plaintifP,  consequently,  was  not  permitted  to  prove  that  the  farm, 
in  point  of  fact,  was  not  deserted."  Many  other  cases  might  be 
cited  in  support  of  the  general  proposition,  that  where  (supposing 
the  facts  alleged  to  be  true)  a  magistrate  or  other  judicial  personage 
has  jurisdiction,  his  jurisdiction,  and  consequent  immunity  from  an 
action,  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  truth  or  falsehood  of 
those  facts,  or  on  the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  evidence 
adduced  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  them.^ 


§  1672.  It  must  be  carefully  remembered,  that  this  rule  protects  S  1485 
justices  only  when  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity.  Therefore,  if  an 
action  of  trespass  be  brought  against  magistrates  for  issuing  a 
warrant  of  distress  to  enforce  payment  of  a  highway-rate,  they  will 
have  no  defence,  should  the  rate  prove  invalid ;  for  although  the 
rate  must  be  good  in  order  to  give  them  jurisdiction,  they  cannot 
judicially  decide  upon  its  validity,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  their 
warrant  cannot  be  any  evidence,  still  less  conclusive  evidence,  of 
any  fact  on  which  the  validity  of  the  rate  depends.^  The  same 
doctrine  applies  to  warrants  of  distress  for  borough  rates  issued  by 
the  mayor;*  and  it  was  also  formerly  applicable  to  all  distress 
warrants,  which  had  been  granted  by  justices  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  payment  of  a  poor-rate.  It  is  now,  however,  enacted 
by  §  4  of  the  Act  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  44,  "  that,  where  any  poor-rate 
shall  be  made,  allowed,  and  published,  and  a  warrant  of  distress 
shall  issue  against  any  person  named  and  rated  therein,  no  action 


'  Hasten  v.  Carew,  3  B.  &  C.  649. 

'^  Cave  V.  Mountain,  1  M.  &  Gr.  257,  262,  cited  with  approbation  in  E.  v. 
Bolton,  1  Q,  B.  75;  In  re  Clarke,  2  Q.  B.  619;  Anon.,  1  B.  &  Ad.  382;  R.  v. 
Walker,  2  M.  &  Rob.  457,  per  Coltman,  J.;  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  13;  E. 
V.  Hickling,  7  Q.  B.  880. 

•'  Mould  V.  Williams,  5  Q.  B.  476,  per  Ld.  Denman;  Weaver  v.  Price,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  409;  Morrell  v.  Martin,  3  M.  &  Gr.  593,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Ld.  Amherst  u. 
Ld.  Somers,  2  T.  E.  372;  Nicholls  v.  Walker,  Cro.Car.  394. 

*  Fernley  v.  Worthington,  1  M.  &  Gr.  491.  See  Newhould  v.  Coltman,  6  Ex. 
E.  189. 
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shall  be  brought  against  the  justice  or  justices  who  shall  have 
granted  such  warrant,  by  reason  of  any  irregularity  or  defect  in 
the  said  rate,  or  by  reason  of  such  person  not  being  liable  to  be 
rated  therein." 


§  1673.  In  many  cases  a  judgment  is  tendered  in  evidence,  not  i  H86 
merely  to  prove  its  existence  and  its  legal  consequences,  or  to  pro- 
tect the  party  who  pronounced  it  against  legal  proceedings,  but  in 
order  to  conclude  an  opponent  upon  the  facts  determined ;  and  for 
this  purpose,  the  rules  which  govern  the  admissibility  of  the  record 
will  vary  according  to  the  nature  of  the  judgment.  Thus,  if  it  be 
a  judgment  in  rem,  it  will  bind  all  persons  whomsoever;  and  this 
too,  probably,  although  it  has  not  been  pleaded; '  but  if  it  be  a 
judgment  inter  partes,  it  will,  in  general,  bind  only  parties  and 
privies  thereto;^  and  even  as  against  them,  it  will  not,  as  it  seems, 
be  regarded  as  absolutely  conclusive  evidence,  unless  it  be  specially 
pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel.' 

§  1674.  k  judgment  in  rem  has  been  defined'hj  an  able  writer  to  J  1487 
be  "an  adjudication  pronounced,  as  its  name  indeed  denotes,  upon 
the  status  of  some  particular  subject-matter,  by  a  tribunal  having 
competent  authority  for  that  purpose."  *  This  definition  is  given 
as  the  best,  if  not  the  only  intelligible  one,  to  be  found  in  the 
books;  but  still,  too  much  reliance  must  not  be  placed  upon  it,  as 
it  would  seem  to  include  convictions  on  criminal  prosecutions, 
inquisitions  in  lunacy,  inquisitions  post  mortem,  and  several  other 
species  of  judicial  decisions,  which,  if  judgments  in  rem  at  all,  are 
at  least  not  governed  by  the  same  rules  of  evidence  as  are  generally 
applicable  to  adjudications  of  that  nature.  For  instance,  the  cha- 
racteristic quality  of  a  judgment  in  rem  is,  that  it  furnishes,  in 
general,  conclusive  proof  of  the  facts  adjudicated,  as  well  against 
strangers  as  against  parties;  but  this  rule  does  not  extend,  either  to 


'  See  2  Smith,  L.  C.  661,  683;  Hannafordi-.  Hunn,  2  C.  &  P.  155,  per  Abbott, 
C.  J.;  Caininell  v.  Sewell,  3  H.  &  N.  646,  647;  id.  5  H.  &  N.  742;  Magrath  v. 
Hardy,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  796,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. 

"  2  Smith,  L.  C.  664,  668. 

*  Ante,  ?  91;  post,  §  1684. 

*  2  Smith,  L.  C.  662. 
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criminal  convictions,  which  are  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  evidence 
as  ordinary  judgments  inter  partes; '  or  to  inquisitions  in  lunacy, 
inquistions  post  mortem,  or  other  inquisitions,  which  though 
regarded  as  judgments  in  rem,  so  far  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence 
of  the  facts  determined  against  all  mankind,  are,  for  some  unex- 
plained reason,  considered  as  not  conclusive  evidence.^  Thus,  it 
has  been  repeatedly  ruled,  that  an  inquisition  in  lunacy,'  though 
admissible  against  strangers,  is  not  conclusive  proof  of  what  was 
the  state  of  mind  of  the  supposed  lunatic  at  the  time  of  the 
inquiry;*  and  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  most  other 
inquisitions.' 

§  1675.  Though,  for  the  reason  just  given,  Mr.   Smith's  deflni-    ?  1488 
tion  of  a  judgment  in  rem  cannot  be  considered  perfect,  yet  it  would 
be  extremely  difficult,   if    not  impossible,  to  enunciate  any  other, 
which  would  be  open   to  fewer  objections.      Without,  therefore, 

1  E.  V.  Turner,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  347;  1  Lew.  C.  C.  1]9,  S.  C. ;  K.  v.  Eatcliffe, 
1  Lew.  C.  C.  122;  E.  v.  Blakemore,  2  Den.  410;  Keable,  i;.  Payne,  8  A  &  E. 
560;  Blakemore  v.  Glamorg.  Can.  Co.,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  139,  per  Parke,  B.,  ex- 
plaining Smith  V.  Eummens,  1  Camp.  9;  and  Hathaway  v.  Barrow,  id.  151. 
See  post,  i  1693. 

'  The  Irish  Society  v.  Bp.  of  Derry,  12  CL  &  Fin.  666. 

'  See  16  &  17  V,,  c.  70,  §  38,  et  seq.,  and  25  &  26  V.,  c.  86,  i  4. 

'  Faulder  v.  Silk,  3  Camp.  126,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Hassard  v.  Smith, 
I.  E.,  6  Eq.  429;  Dane  v.  Kirkwall,  8  C.  &  P.  683,  per  Patteson,  J.;  Frank  v.' 
Frank,  2  M.  &  Eob.  315,  316,  n. ;  Sargeson  v.  Sealy,  2  Atk.  412;  Bannatyne 
V.  Bannatyne,  2  Eoberts.  475—477;  Hume  u  Burton,  1  Eidg.  P.  C.  204;  Den 
V.  Clark,  5  Halst.  217;  Hart  v.  Deamer,  6  "Wend.  497.  See  Prinsep  &  E.  India 
Co.  V.  Dyce  Sombre,  16  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  232,  239,  244—247. 

*  Stokes  V.  Dawes,  4  Mason,  268,  per  Story,  J.  In  Jones  v.  White,  IStr.  68, 
the  court  was  divided  upon  the  question,  whether  a  coroner's  inquest,  finding 
a  person  who  had  destroyed  himself  lunatic,  was  admissible  at  all  as  evidence 
of  his  insanity  on  an  issue  on  that  fact.  An  inquisition  by  a  sherifl'^  jury, 
taken  prior  to  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  to  whom  goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa.  belonged,  has  been  held  to 
be  wholly  inadmissible,  as  not  being  an  inquisition  under  the  Queen's  writ, 
but  merely  a  proceeding  by  the  sheriff  of  his  own  authority;  Glossop  v.  Pole, 
3  M.  &Sel.  175;  Latkow  v.  Eamer,  2  H.  Bl.  437.  'See  Read  v.  Victoria  St.  &  , 
Pimlico  Ey.  Co.,  1  H.  &  C.  826;  32  L.  J.,  Ex.  167,  S.  C;  Horrocks  r.  Metro- 
pol.  Ey.  Co.,  4  B.  &  S.  315;  Chapman  v.  Monmouths,  Ey.  &  Can.  Co.,  2  H.  & 
N.  267;  and  E.  v.  Lond.  &  N.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  3  E.  &  B.  443,  as  to  the  effect 
of  an  inquisition  before  a  sheriff's  jury  under  ?  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consol.  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  V.,  c.  18. 
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attempting  a  task,  which  a  long  series  of  unsystematic  decisions 
would  render  hopeless,  it  may  be  deemed  sufficient  for  all  practical 
purposes,  to  furnish  a  tolerably  correct  list  of  those  adjudications, 
which  may,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty,  be  regarded  as 
judgments  in  rem.  This  list  will  be  found  to  contain  judgments  of 
condemnation  of  property  as  forfeited,  whether  pronounced  by  the 
old  Court  of  Exchequer,'  or  now  by  the  Qaeen'e  Bench  Division  on 
the  Revenue  side,  or  by  the  commissioners  or  sub-commissioners  of 
excise,  inland  revenue,^  or  customs;'  —  adjudications  in  the  old 
Court  of  Admirality,  now  called  the  Probate  Divorce  and  Admiralty 
Division,  on  the  subject  of  prize,* — or  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
maritime  lien;* — sentences  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro^  under  the 
old  law,  and  of  judicial  separation,  under  the  existing  law; ' — 
decrees  dissolving  marriage;  ^  - —  decrees  in  other  matrimonial  suits,' 
provided  the  status  of  the  parties  be  efPected  thereby,'"  but  not 

'  Geyer  v.  Aquilar,  7  T.  R.  696,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Scott  v.  Shearman,  2 
W.  Bi;  977;  Cooke  v.  ShoU,  5  T.  K.  255. 

M2  &  13  v.,  c.  1,  §  3. 

3  Maingay  v.  Gahan,  Ridg.  L.  &  S.  1,  79;  1  Ridg.  P.  C.  43,  44,  n.,  S.  C. 
TBiere  the  Irish  Ex.  Ch.  expressly  overruled  Henshaw  v.  Pleasance,  2  "W.  Bl. 
1174,  a  decision  which,  according  to  Fitzgibbon,  Ch.,  see  Ridg.  L.  &  S.  79, 
■was  reprobated  by  Ld.  Mansfield  in  Dixon  v.  Cock,  and  was  frequently 
condemned  by  Ld.  Lififord,  Ch.  See,  also,  Roberts  v.  Fortune,  1  Harg.  L. 
Tracts,  468,  n.,  per  Lee,  C.  J.;  Terry  v.  Huntingdon,  Hardr.  480;  and  Fuller 
V.  Fotch,  Carth.  346,  all  which  cases  are  also  at  variance  with  Henshaw  v. 
Pleasance. 

*  Le  Caux  v.  Eden,  2  Doug.  612,  per  BuUer,  J. ;  Lindo  v.  Rodney,  id.  614, 
per  Ld.  Mansfield.  For  other  proceedings  in  rem  in  the  Court  of  Admirality, 
see  Harmer  r.  Bell,  7  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  267;  and  see,  also,  Cammell  v.  Sewell,  3 
H.  &  N.  617;  5  H.  &  N.  742,  S.  C;  Simpson  v.  Fogo,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  18; 
1  Hem.  &  M.  195,  S.  C;  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  4  Law  Rep.,  H.L.  414;  39  L.  J., 
C.  P.  350,  in  Dom.  Proe.,  and  Imrie  v.  Castrique,  8  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  405,  per 
Ex.  Ch.,  overruling  Castrique  ■!).  Imrie,  id.  1. 

*  The  City  of  Mecca,  49  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  Ad.  17.  The  original  action  in  this 
case  was  to  recover  damages  for  collision. 

«  R.  V.  Grundon,  1  Cowp.  322,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  Day  v.  Spread,  Jebb  & 
B.  163. 

'  20  &  21  v.,  c.  85,  ?§  7  &  16.  s  j^i   ^^  37  &  31 

"  Da  Costa  v.  Villa  Real,  2  Str.  961;  Bunting's  case,  4  Co.  29;  Kenn's  case, 
7  Co.  42;  Perry  v.  Meddowcroft,  10  Beav.  122;  Harrison  v.  Corp.  of  South- 
ampton, 22  L.  X,  Ch.  372.  But  see  Goodin  K.  Smith,  Milw.,  Ec.  Ir.  R.  243— 
245.  As  to  decrees  under  "  The  Legitimacy  Declaration  Act,  1858,"  see  that 
Act,  21  &  22  v.,  c.  93;  and  Shedden  v.  Att.-Gen.  &  Patrick,  2  Swab.  &  Trist. 
170;  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  217,  S.  C. 

'»  Needham  v.  Bremner,  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  583;  35  L.  J.,  C.  P.  313;  and 
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decrees  in  suits  for  jactitation  of  marriage,  unless,  pefhaps,  in  cases 
where  the  defendant  pleads  a  marriage,  and  the  court  decides  on 
the  truth  of  that  plea ;  '• — grants  of  probate,^ — and  administra- 
tion;'— adjudications  in  bankruptcy;* — sentences  of  deprivation 
and  expulsion,  whether  delivered  by  the  Spiritual  Court,  a  visitor, 
or  a  college;^ — old  judgments  of  outlawry;^ — adjudications  of 
settlement  by  an  order  of  justices,  whether  unappealed  against,' 
or  confirmed  by  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  on  appeal;* — orders 
of  justices  for  dividing  roads  under  the  Act  of  34  G.  8,  c.  64; ' — 
and,  perhaps,  sentences  of  courts  martial.'" 

§  1676.  These  judgments  so  far  furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  ?  1489 
the  points  they  decide,  not  only  againet  the  parties  who  were  the 
actual  litigants  in  the  cause,  but  against  all  others,  that,  unless  it 
can  be  shown,  either  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,"  or  that  the 
judgment  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion,'^  no  evidence  can  be 
admitted;  at  least  in  any  civil  cause, '^  for  the  purpose  of  disproving 
the  facts  adjudicated.  This  rule  appears  to  rest,  partly,  upon  the 
ground,  that  in  most  of  the  above  cases  every  one  who  can  possibly 
be  affected  by  the  decision  is  entitled,  if  he  think  fit,  to  appear  and 
assert  his  own  rights,  by  becoming  an  actual  party  to  the  proceed- 


1  H.  &  E.  731,  S.  C.     See  Conradi  v.  Conradi,  1  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  514. 

'  E.  V.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St  Tr.  543;  2  Smith,  L.  C,  642,  646,  676, 
S.  C. 

''  Noel  V.  Wells,  1  Lev.  235,  236;  Allen  t.  Dundas,  3  T.  E.  125. 

'  Bouchieri).  Taylor,  4  Br.  P.  C.  708.  See  Prosser  v.  Wagner,  1  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  289. 

*  See  post,  I  1747. 

*  Phillips  11.  Bury,  2  T.  E.  346,  per  Ld.  Holt;  E.  v.  Grundon,  1  Cowp.  315, 
321,  322,  per  Ld.  Mansfield. 

*  2  Co.  Lit.  352,  b.  Outlawry  in  civil  proceedings  is  at  length  abolished  by 
42&43  V.,c.  59,  ?  3. 

'  E.  V.  Kenilworth,  2  T.  E.  599,  per  Buller,  J. 

8  E.  ».  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  533,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

9  E.  V.  Hickling,  7  Q.  B.  880. 

-»  2  Smith,  L.  C.  681.     See   E.  v.  Suddis,  1  East,  306;  Hannaford  v.  Hunn, 

2  C.  &  P.  148;  Grant  v.  Gould,  2  H.  Bl.  100. 
"  Post,  I  1714,  et  seq. 

"  E.  V.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  544;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  642,  650,  S. 
C.     See  post,  I  1713. 

"  As  to  the  effect  of  judgments  in  rem  in  criminal  trials,  see  post,  I  1680. 
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ings;'  partly,  upon  the  ground,  that  judgments  in  rem  not  merely 
declare  the  status  of  the  subject-matter  adjudicated  upon,  but,  ipso 
facto,  render  it  such  as  they  declare  it  to  be;'  and  partly,  if  not 
principally,  upon  the  broad  ground  of  public  policy,  it  being 
essential  to  the  peace  of  society,  that  the  social  relations  of  every 
member  of  the  community  should  not  be  left  doubtful,  but,  that 
after  having  been  clearly  defined  by  one  solemn  adjudication,  they 
should  conclusively  be  set  at  rest. 


§  1677.  Though  a  judgment  in  rem  is  thus  binding  upon  all  the  i  1490 
world  as  to  the  precise  point  directly  decided,  and,  consequently, 
the  decision  cannot  be  impeached  in  the  same  or  another  court,  by 
showing  that  the  facts  on  which  it  immediately  rests  are  false; — 
yiat,  where  these  facts  are  themselves  put  directly  in  issue  in  a  sub- 
sequent suit,  the  judgment  does  not,— with  one  exception  which 
will  be  presently  mentioned,^ — furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  their 
truth,  however  necessary  it  may  have  been  for  the  court  proceeding 
in  rem  to  have  determined  that  question  before  it  adjudicated  upon 
the  principal  point.*  Thus,  although  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
were  not,  and  the  existing  Probate  Division  of  the  High  Court  is 
not,  authorised  to  grant  letters  of  administration,  unless  the  intestate 
be  dead,  these  letters  are  so  far  from  being  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  death,  when  that  fact  is  put  in  issue  in  another  court,  that  on 
one  or  two  occasions  they  have  not  been  regarded  even  as  prima 
facie  proof.^  Hovcever,  in  one  case,  where  the  question  raised  was 
whether  a  child  had  been  born  alive  or  dead.  Lord  Chancellor 
Sugden  held,  that  a  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to  its  effects 
was  a  fact  from  which,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
be  was  bound  to  presume  that  the  child  was  born  alive.^    Again, 


'  1  St.  Ev.  286.  This  is  not  an  essential  foundation  for  the  rule,  as  it  has 
been  held  that  a  sentence  of  nullity  of  marriage  will  he  binding  upon,  and 
have  the  effect  of  bastardising,  a  child  of  the  parties,  who  at  the  time  when  the 
sentence  was  pronounced  was  en  ventre  sa  mere.  Perry  v.  Meddowcroft,  10 
Beav.  122.  ^  2  Smith,  L.  C.  662,  663. 

'  Post,  I  1678.  *  See  Bailey  v.  Harris,  12  Q.  B.  905. 

*  Thompson  v.  Donaldson,  3  Esp.  63;  Moons  v.  De  Bernales,  1  Euss.  301; 
French^.  French,  1  Dick.  268. 

«  Eeilly  v.  Fitzgerald,  6  Jr.  Eq.  E.  349. 
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though  a  probate  cannot  be  granted  until  the  Probate  Division 
be  satisfied  of  the  genuineness  of  the  -will,  and  though,  when 
granted,  the  title  of  the  executor  cannot  be  impeached  in  a  court  of 
law  by  showing  that  the  will  was  forged,'  still,  if  a  party  be 
indicted  for  forging  the  will,  the  probate  will  not  be  conclusive,  if 
indeed  it  be  prima  facie,  evidence  in  favour  of  the  defendant.^ 
Neither  would  the  production  of  a  probate  preclude  a  party  from 
showing  in  a  common-law  court,  either  that  the  testator  was  insane 
at  the  time  when  he  executed  the  will,''  or  that  his  domicil  was  not 
then  in  England,*  provided  the  object  of  this  evidence  were  not  to 
impeach  the  title  of  the  executor,  in  which  case  it  would  be  in- 
admissible.^ 


§  1678.  An  exception  to  the  above  rule  is  recognised  in  cases,  j  1491 
where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  in  rem  that  the  fact 
on  which  the  principal  point  depended,  was  itself  put  directly  in 
issue,  and  was  actually  decided  by  the  court.  Here,  if  this  fact  be 
again  controverted  between  the  same  parties,  or  persons  claiming 
under  them,°  whether  in  t^ie  same  or  in  a  different  court,  the  judg- 
ment in  rem  will,  almost  universally,'  be  conclusive  upon  the 
question.  For  instance,  if,  in  a  suit  for  administration,  the  sole 
question  be,  which  of  two  parties  is  next  of  kin  to  the  intestate,  the 
sentence  of  the  Probate  Division,  declaring  "  that,  as  far  as  appears 
by  the  evidence,  the  defendant  has  proved  himself  next  of  kin," 
and  the  administration  be  granted  to  him  as  such,  will  be  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  relative  relationship  of  the  parties  in  a  sub- 
sequent action  between  them  for  distribution,  instituted  in  the 
Chancery  Division.*     The  judgment  in  such  a  case  would  be  equally 

1  Noel  V.  "Wells,  1  Lev.  235,  236. 

2  E.  V.  Buttery,  E.  &  E.  342:  E.  v.  Gibson,  id.  343,  n.,  per  Ld.  EUenborough, 
overruling  E.  u.  Vincent,  1  Str.  481. 

'  Harriot  v.  Harriot,  1  Str.  671. 

*  Whicker  v.  Hume,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  124,  156,  per  Ld.  Cranworth;  Brad- 
ford V.  Young,  L.  E.,  29  Ch.  D.  656,  667,  per  Pearson,  J. 

^  See  cases  in  last  two  notes. 

«  See  Spencer  v.  Williams,  2  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  230;  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Hat. 
45,  S.  C.  '  See  post,  I  1685. 

^  Barrs  v.  Jackson,  1  Phill.  582,  587;  588,  per  Ld.  Lyndhurst;  Bouchier  v. 
Taylor,  4  Br.  P.  C.  708;  Harg.  L.  Tracts,  473,  S.  C;  Doglioni  v.  Crispin,  35 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Hat.  129;  1  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  301,  S.  C. 
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conclusive  on  the  parties,  if  the  question  of  kindred  had  been 
determined  by  the  court,  not  as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  as  a  point  of 
law.^  To,  the  dismissal  of  a  wife's  petition  for  judicial  separation 
charging  cruelty,  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  petition  for  a  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  charging  the  same  cruelty  coupled  with  adultery.^ 
So,  where,  on  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices  removing  three 
paupers  as  the  children  of  A.  and  B.,  the  respondents  relied  upon 
a  confirmed  order  for  the  removal  of  "A.  and  his  wife  B."  from  the 
respondent  to  the  appellant  parish,  it  was  held  that  the  appellants 
were  conclusively  estopped  by  this  order,  from  showing  that  the 
children  were  illegitimate,  in  consequence  of  A.  Laving  committed 
bigamy  in  marrying  B-.^  Indeed,  it  has  been  lain  down  broadly, 
with  respect  to  ordfers  of  removal  un  appealed  against,  or  confirmed 
on  appeal,  that  they  are  not  only  evidence,  but  conclusive,  as  to  all 
the  facts  mentioned  in  them,  and  which  are  necessary  steps  to  the 
decision.* 


§  1679.  In  the  case  of  E.  v.  'Wje,^  a  curious  question  arose,  in  J  1492 
consequence  of  two  conflicting  judgments,  in  rem  having  been  pro- 
nounced. A  pauper  and  his  wife  and  their  six  'children  were 
removed  by  an  order  of  justices,  which  was  confirmed  on  appeal. 
Subsequently,  the  Spiritual  Court  declared  the  marriage  of  these 
paupers  void  on  the  ground,  of  being  incestuous.*  One  of  the 
children,  born  before  the  date  of  the  order,  but  not  named  in  it,  was 
afterwards  removed  to  the  appellant  parish,  as  the  place  of  his 
father's  settlement.  The  parish  appealed,  and  relied  on  the  decree 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court;  but  the  respondents  urged,  on  the 
authority    of    E.    v.    Woodchester,'  that    the    former    order    for 


'  Thomas  v.  Ketteriche,  1  Ves.  Sen.  333,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke,  recognised  by 
Ld.  Lyndhurst  in  Barrs  v.  Jackson,  1  Phill.  587. 

2  Finney  v.  Finney,  1   Law   Rep.,  P.  &  D.  483;   37  L.  J.,  Pr:  &  Mat.  43, 
S.  C. 

'  R.  V.   "Woodchester,  Burr.  S.  C.  191 ;  2  Str.  1172,  S.  C. ;  R.  v.  St.  Maiy, 
Lambeth,  6  T.  E.  615. 

*  R.  V.  Wye,  7  A.  &  E.  770,  per  Ld.  Denman;  E.  v.  Hartington  Middle 
Quarter,  4  E.  &  B.  780. 

5  7  A.  &  E.  761. 

"  See  now  5  &  6  "W.  4,  c.  54. 

'  Burr.  S.  C.  191;  2  Str.  1172,  S.  C. 
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removing  the  parents  as  man  and  wife  was  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  legitimacy  of  the  present  pauper.  A  case  being  reserved  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  that  court  decided  in  favour 
of  the  appellants,  upon  the  ground  that  a  new  state  of  facts  had 
arisen  since  the  former  order,  the  marriage,  which  at  that  time 
was  only  voidable,  having  since  been  declared  void  by  competent 
authority. 


§  1680,  Whether  a  judgment  in  rem  is  conclusive  in  a  criminal  I  1493 
proceeding  is  a  question  which  admits  of  some  doubt.  In  the 
Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  the  judges  expressed  a  decided  opinion 
in  the  negative,  urging  first,  that  it  would  be  contrary  to  public 
policy,  that  the  temporal  courts,  in  the  investigation  of  a  criminal 
charge  should  be  bound  by  a  decision,  perhaps,  of  an  ecclesiastical 
judge,  addressed  only  to  a  conscience  of  the  party,  and  founded, 
as  it  might  be,  on  evidence  inadmissible  at  common  law;  and  next, 
that  if  such  a  decision  were  conclusive  in  favour  of  a  prisoner,  it 
would  be  equally  binding  against  him ;  and,  consequently,  his  life, 
liberty,  property,  and  fame  might  depend  upon  the  judgment  of  a 
court,  which  had  no  organs  to  discover  whether  he  had  committed  a 
crime  or  not.'  On  the  other  band,  it  has  been  contended  that  this 
opinion  of  the  judges,  when  taken  apart  from  the  reasons  on  which 
it  is  founded,  is  not  entitled  to  much  weight,  it  being  merely  an 
obiter  dictum  unnecessary  for  the  decision  of  the  points  submitted 
to  them;  ^  and  then,  in  answer  to  the  reasons,  it  is  said  that  nothing 
can  be  more  inconvenient  or  dangerous  than  a  conflict  of  decisions 
between  different  courts;  and  that,  if  judgments  in  rem  are  not 
regarded  as  binding  upon  all  courts  alike,  the  most  startling 
anomalies  may  occur. 

§  1681.  The  authorities  reported  in  the  books  throw  little  light    g  1494 
upon  the  subject.     E.  v.  Buttery'  is  sometimes  cited  as  confirming 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  but 
in  fact  it  lends  little,  if  any,  support  to  that  opinion ;  for  the  only 


20  How.  St.  Tr.  540—543;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  642,  S.  C; 
2  Smith,  L.  C.  676,  677.  '  E.  &  R.  342,  cited  ante,  §  1677. 
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point  there  determined  was,  that,  if  a  party  be  indicted  for  forging 
a  will,  the  mere  production  of  the  probate  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  its  validity;  a  doctrine  which  is  unquestionably  sound 
law,  but  which,— as  before  stated,'— would  apply  equally  to  a  civil 
action,  provided  the  object  were  not  to  dispute  the  title  of  the 
executor.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish 
were  indicted  for  not  repairing  a  road,  and  an  order  of  justices  for 
dividing  the  road  was  put  in  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  the  court 
held  that,  as  this  order  pursued  the  form  given  by  the  Act  of  34 
G.  3,  c.  64,  it  was  conclusive  of  the  liability  of  the  defendants  to 
repair  the  portion  of  the  road  allotted  to  them,  and  they  were  con- 
sequently not  allowed  to  prove,  that,  in  fact,  no  part  of  the  road 
ever  was  within  their  parish.^  This  case,  however,  is  one  of  little 
authority  on  the  present  question,  since  it  was  determined,  without 
any  reference  to  the  fact  of  its  being  an  indictment,  as  coming 
within  the  principle  of  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird.'  It  may  be  added, 
that  in  R.  v.  Grundon,*  which  was  an  indictment  for  an  assault 
upon  an  undergraduate  of  Queen's  College,  Cambridge,  in  turning 
him  out  of  the  college  garden,  the  production  of  a  sentence  of 
expulsion  was  held  to  constitute  a  conclusive  defence. 


§  1682.  Judgments  inter  partes,  or,  as  they  are  sometimes  called,  ?  1495 
judgments  in  personam,  are  not, — with  one  exception, — admissible 
either  for  or  against  strangers  in  proof  i  of  the  facts  adjudicated." 
They  are  not  admissible  against  them,  because  it  is  an  obvious 
principle  of  justice,  that  no  man  ought  to  be  bound  by  procee4ing3 
to  which  he  was  a  stranger,  and  over  the  conduct  of  which  he  could, 
therefore,  have  exercised  no  control;  or,  to  express  tlie  same  senti- 
ments in  technical  language,  res  inter  alios  actse  alteri  nocere  non 
debent;"  and  they  cannot  be  received  in  their  favour  even  as  against 
a  party  thereto,  because  it  is  thought,  with  very  questionable  pro- 


1  Ante,  §  1677.  '  E.  v.  Hickling,  7  Q.  B.  880. 

'  1  B.  &  B.  432.  *  1  Cowp.  315. 

5  See  ShedcTen  v.  Att.-Gen.  &  Patrick,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  217,  227—231; 
2  Swab.  &  Trist.  170,  179—181,  S.  C. 
«  B.  N.  P.  232. 
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priety,   that  the  previous  rule   might  work   injustice,   unless   its 
operation  were  mutuaV 

§  1683.  The  exception  just  stated  is  allowed  in  favour  of  verdicts,  i  1496 
judgments,  and  other  adjudications  upon  subjects  of  a  public  nature,^ 
such  as  customs,'  prescriptions,*  tolls,'  boundaries  between  parishes, 
counties,  or  manors,^  rights  of  ferry,'  liabilities  to  repair  roads  ^  or 
sea-walls,'  moduses,'"  and  the  like.  In  all  cases  of  this  nature,  as 
evidence  of  reputation  will  be  admissible,  adjudications, — which  for 
this  purpose  are  regarded  as  a  species  of  reputation, — will  also  be  re- 
ceived, and  this  too,  whether  the  parties  in  the  second  suit  be  those 
who  litigated  the  first,  or  be  utter  strangers."  The  effect,  however, 
of  the  adjudication,  when  admitted,  will  so  far  vary,  that,  if  the 
parties  be  the  same  in  both  suits,  they  will  be  bound  by  the  previous 
judgment;  but  if  the  litigants  in  the  second  suit  be  strangers  to 
the  parties  in  the  first,  the  judgment,  though  admissible,  will  not 
be  conclusive.'^ 

§  1684.  Though  a  judgment  inter  partes  is  thus  seldom  admis-  g  1497 
sible,  and  never  conclusive,  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated,  either 
for  or  against  strangers,  it  is  always, — with  one  exception  which  will 
be  explained  in  the  next  section, — admissible  for  or  against  parties 
or  privies,  where  the  same  subject-matter  is  a  second  time  in  con- 
troversy between  the  same  parties  or  persons  claiming  under  them." 


'  Smith  V.  Eummens,  I  Camp.  9;  Hathaway  v.  Barrow,  id.  151 ;  Blakemore 
V.  Glamorganshire  Can.  Co.,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  139,  per  Parke,  B.;  Co.  Lit.  352  a, 
cited  and  approved  of  in  Gaunt  v.  Wainman,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  70,  per  Tindal,  C. 
J.;  and  in  Doe  u  Errington,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  83,  per  id.;  ante,  §  99.  See,  also, 
Greely  v.  Smith,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  181. 
^  Mulhollaud  v.  Killen,  I.  E.,  9  Eq.  471. 

'  Reed  «>.  Jackson,  1  East,  357,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Berry  v.  Banner,  Pea.  K. 
156.  •  Id.  ^  B.  N.  P.  233. 

"  Brisco  V.  Lomax,  8  A.  &  E.  198;  Evans  v.  Rees,  10  A.  &  E.  151,  153. 
'  Pim  V.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234;  Hemphill  v.  M'Kenna,  8  Ir.  Law  E.  43. 
*  R.  V.  St.  Paneras,  Pea,  E.  220;  E.  v.  Haughton,  1  E.  &  B.  501. 
'  R.  V.  Leigh,  10  A.  &  E.  398. 
i"  Croughton  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  W.  205,  209. 
"  Cases  cited  in  last  nine  notes;  ante,  ?§  624 — 627. 
'"  Eeed  v.  Jackson,  1  East,  357;  Croughton  v.  Blake,  12  M,  &  "W.  205. 
"  Duch.  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  538;  B.  N.  P.  232;  Ferrers  v. 
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Probably,  indeed,  it  will  not  be  regarded  as  quite  conclusive  of  the 
rights  in  dispute,  unless  it  be  pleaded  as  matter  of  estoppel;'  but 
certainly  it  will  furnish  highly  cogent  evidence,  which  cannot  be 
disregarded  by  a  jury,  excepting  upon  good  and  substantial  grounds.^ 
The  conclusive  effects  ,of  judgments  respecting  the  same  cause  of 
action,  and  between  the  same  parties,  rests  upon  the  just  and  ex- 
pedient axiom,  that  it  is  for  the  interest  of  the  community  that  a 
limit  should  be  opposed  to  the  continuance  of  litigation,  and  that 
the  same  cause  of  action  should  not  be  brought  twice  to  a  final 
determination. 


§  1685.  The  exception  referred  to  in  the  last  preceding  section  j  1497JJ 
is  recognised  in  the  very  rare  event  of  two  suits  being  tried  on 
different  principles  so  far  as  relates  to  tte  admissibility  of  evidence. 
Here  the  judgment  obtained  in  the  first  suit,  whether  it  b«  a 
judgment  inter  partes,  or  judgment  in  rem,  cannot  be  received  as 
any  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated  thereby,  even  though  the 
same  facts  be  again  in  dispute.  For  instance,  in  a  suit  by  a 
husband  for  dissolution  of  marriage  on  the  ground  of  his  wife's 
adultery,  the  wife  could  not,  prior  to  the  9th  of  August,  1869,'  in 
support  of  her  answer  charging  cruelty  and  desertion,  rely  on  a 
decree  of  judicial  separation  which  she  had  already  obtained  on 
these  grounds,  after  having  been  examined  herself  as  a  witness; 
for,  as  in  the  second  suit  her  testimony  was,  under  the  old  law,  in- 
admissible, to  admit  the  decree  would  in  effect  have  admitted  her 
evidence  at  second  hand,  and  thus  would  have  done  indirectly  what 
the  law  forbade  to  be  directly  done.* 


Arden,  6  Rep.  7;  Cro.  El.  668,  S.  C;  Sopwith  v.  Sopwith,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat. 
131;  2  Swab.  &  Trist.  160,  S.  C. 

'  Ante,  §?  91,  1673;  Joly  v.  Swift,  11  Ir.  Eq.  E.  410;  Nowlan  v.  Gibson,  12 
Ir.  Law  R.  5,  8—12,  per  Pigot,  C.  B. 

^  Outrami).  Morewood,  3  East,  365,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  E.  v.  Blakemore, 
2  Dep.  410. 

^  When  the  Act  32  &  33  V.,  c.  68,  passed.     See  ante,  ?  1355. 

*  Stoate  V.  Stoate,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  102,  per  Cresswell,  J.  O.;  2  Swab.  & 
Trist.  223,  S.  C;  Bancroft  v.  Bancroft  &  Rumney,  34  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  14. 
But  see  Sopwith  11.  Sopwith,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  131,  where  the  Judge  Ordi- 
nary, while  verbally  recognising  the  exception  as  above  stated,  practically  set 
it  at  nought.  S.  C,  2  Swab  &  IMst.  160.  See,  also,  Bland  v.  Bland,  35  L. 
J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  104. 
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§  1686.  Under  the  term  parties  in  this  connexion,  the  law  in-  §  1498 
eludes  aU  those  who  are  indimdually  named  in  the  record,  and  who 
are  consequently  entitled  to  prosecute  or  defend  the  cause,  to 
adduce  testimony,  to  cross-examine  witnesses  called  on  the  other 
side,  and  to  appeal  from  the  judgment,  should  an  appeal  be  allow- 
able by  law.'  :Even  a  party,  who  has  been  sued  as  the  public  officer 
of  a  bank,  has  been  held  in  Ireland  to  be  amenable  to  this  rule, 
though  it  was  urged  in  his  favour  that  the  judgment  relied  on  had 
been  obtained  against  him  en  autre  droit.^  However,  a  prochein 
amy  is  not  such  a  party,  being  considered  simply  as  a  person 
appointed  by  the  court  to  look  after  the  interests  of  the  infant,  and 
to  manage  the  suit  for  him; '  but  the  infant  himself  is  a  party,  and 
will,  consequently,  be  bound  by  the  judgment  in  any  action  brought 
in  his  name  by  his  prochien  amy  duly  appointed,  even  though  the 
suit  may  have  been  instituted  and  conducted  without  his  authority 
or  knowledge.*  Neither  will  the  law,  in  such  a  case,  recognise  any 
distinction  between  infants  of  tender  and  of  mature  years;  and, 
therefore,  where  the  wife  of  a  minor  committed  adultery,  whilst  her 
husband  was  abroad  in  the  East  Indies,  and  the  father,  having  pro- 
cured himself  to  be  appointed  prochein  amy,  commenced  an  action 
for  criminal  conversation  in  his  son's  name,  but  without  his  know- 
ledge,-  the  court  held  that  the  son  would  be  bound  by  the  judgment 
in  this  action.*  But  if  a  person  sui  juris  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit 
without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  he  will  not  be  bound  by  the  pro- 
ceedings; and  therefore,  if  a  plaintiff,  instead  of  serving  a  defendant 
with  process,  thinks  fit  to  accept  the  appearance  of  an  unauthorised 
solicitor  for  him,  he  runs  the  risk  of  having  the  judgment  subse- 
quently set  aside  as  irregular,  with  costs.^  So,  where  a  debtor,  on 
action  brought,  paid  his  debt  to  the  solicitor  who  was  suing  him  in 
the  name,  but  without  the  authority,  of  the  creditor,  it  was  held 
that  this  payment  did  not  discharge  him.'  In  such  a  case  as  the 
last,  the  defendant  should  apply  to  the   court,  who  will  stay  the 


1  Duch.  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  538.  n.;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  642,  S.  C. 

"  Spencer  v.  Thompson,  6  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  537,  566. 

=  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  13  M.  &  W.  640. 

*  Morgah  v.  Thorpe,  7  M.  &  W.  400.  »  h. 

^  Bayley  v.  Buckland,  1  Ex.  E.  1. 

'  Eobson  V.  Eaton,  1  T.  E.  62. 
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proceedings,  and  compel  the  solicitor  to  pay  the  costs  incurred  in 
the  defence.' 

8  1687.  Whether  the  term  parties  will  also  include  persons  not  ?  1499 
named  in  the  record,  but  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf 
the  action  has  been  brought  or  defended,  may  admit  of  some  doubt. 
The  case  of  Kinnersley  v.  Orpe  ^  is  said  to  have  decided  this  point 
in  the  affirmative;  ^  but  this,  it  is  submitted,  is  a  mistake.  That 
was  an  action  brought  to  recover  penalties  from  a  servant  of  one 
Cotton  for  fishing  in  the  plaintiff's  fishery.  The  plaintiff,  in  sup- 
port of  his  right  to  the  fishery,  produced  no  other  proof  than  the 
record  of  a  verdict  and  judgment  recovered  by  him  against  another 
servant  of  Cotton,  in  a  former  action  for  a  trespass  committed  on 
the  same  fishery.  In  both  actions  the  servants  justified  as  acting 
by  the  orders  of  their  master,  who  claimed  a  right  to  the  fishery  in 
question.  The  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  considering  Cotton  as  the  real 
defendant  in  both  actions,  held  the  record  to  be  conclusive,  and 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  which  they  did.  A  new 
trial  was,  however,  subsequently  granted,  the  court  intimating  that 
the  record,  though  admissible  evidence,  was  not  conclusive.  As  no 
reasons  are  given  for  this  opinion,  the  case  would  be  one  of  little 
authority,  even  had  it  never  been  questioned;  but  its  value  becomes 
much  less,  when  we  find  Lord  EUenborough,  in  his  well-considered 
judgment  in  Outram  v.  Morewood,*  expressing  his  astonishment 
that  an  estoppel  in  such  a  case  could  ever  have  been  supposed 
possible;  and  then,  in  the  shape  of  a  doubt,  intimating  a  tolerably 
clear  opinion  that  the  record  was  wholly  inadmissible,  as  the  de- 
fendant was  no  party  to  the  former  action. 

§  1688.  However,  thus  much  has  been  established,  that,  under   §  1500; 
the  old  law  relative  to  actions  of  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 


'  Hubbard  v.  Phillips;  13  M.  &  "W.  702.  '  2  Doug.  517. 

'  Thus,  in  Simpson  v.  Pickering,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  529,  Alderson,  B.,  observes  as 
an  obiter  dictum,  "  Kinnersley  d.  Orpe  shows  that  the  verdict  may  be  given, 
in  evidence  where  the  parties  are  really  the  same."  See,  also,  2  Ph.  Ev.  7; 
and  Doe  v.  E.  of  Derby,  1  A.  &  E.  791,  per  Littledale,  J. 

*  3  East,  366.     See  Case  v.  Eeeve,  14  Johns.  81,  82. 
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and  the  tenant  in  possession  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  the  real 
parties;  and,  consequently,  any  judgment  in  such  an  action,  whether 
upon  verdict,  or  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector,  would  be 
cogent,  if  not  conclusive,  evidence  in  any  subsequent  action  to  recover 
land  between  the  same  parties,  provided  it  were  brought  respecting 
the  same  property.'  So,  the  landlord,  or  other  person,  in  whose 
right  a  defendant  in  replevin  has  made  cognizance,  has  been  held  to 
be  a  party  to  that  suit ;  ^  and  it  would  certainly  be  convenient  and 
reasonable  if  the  rule, — in  conformity  with  that  which  governs  ad- 
missions,'— were  extended  to  all  persons  who  were  substantially 
parties  to  the  former  action.  Indeed,  it  is  highly  probable,  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  direct  authority,  that  the  courts  would 
now  determine  in  favour  of  such  extension,  and  the  more  so,  as 
beyond  all  doubt,  the  rule  applies  to  every  person  who  claims  under 
the  original  parties,  or  in  privity  with  them. 


§  1689.*  It  has  already  been  shown,  that  the  term  privity  j  1501 
denotes  mutual  or  successive  relationship  to  the  same  rights  of 
property;  and  the  reason  why  persons  standing  in  this  relation 
to  the  litigant  can  rely  upon,  and  are  bound  by,  the  proceedings 
to  which  he  has  been  a  party,  is,  that  they  are  identified  with 
him  in  interest.^  Hence  all  privies,  whether  in  blood,  in  estate, 
or  in  law,  are  estopped  themselves,  and  can  estop  others,  from 
litigating  that,  which  would  be  conclusive  either  against  or  in 
favour  of  him  with  whom  they  are  in  privity."  Thus,  where  a 
general  right  has  been  fairly  contested,  and  established  against 
a  representative  class,  persons  included  in  the  class  represented, 
though   not   actual   parties  'to   the   suit,  will   be   still    bound  by 


^  Doeu.  Huddart,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  316;  5  Tyr.  846,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Seaton,  2 
C.  M.  &  E.  728,  732;  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Tatham,  1  A.  &  E.  19;  B.  N.  P.  232; 
Doe  V.  Wellsman,  2  Ex.  E.  368;  6  Dowl.  &  L.  179,  S.  C;  Armstrong  v. 
Norton,  2  Ir.  Law  E.  96;  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  665;  Nowlan  v.  Gibson, 
12  Ir.  Law  E.  5,  10—14;  Litchfield  v.  Eeady,  5  Ex.  E.  939;  Matthew  v. 
Osborne,  13  Com.  B.  919;  Doe  v.  Challis,  17  Q.  B.  166.     See  post,  |  1696. 

'  Hancock  v.  Welsh,  1  Stark.  E.  347.  '  Ante,  ?  756. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  in  part,  as  to  first  eight  lines.  '  Ante,  §^  90,  787. 

"  Ante,  §  90. 
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the  decision.'  So,  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  or  against  the 
ancestor  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  or  will  furnish  cogent  evidence,  for 
or  against  the  heir,  the  tepant  in  dower,  the  tenant  by  the  cuj:tesy, 
the  legatee,  the  devisee,  or  any  other  person  claiming  under  the 
ancestor.^  So,  if  several  successive  remainders  are  limited  in  the 
same  deed,  a  judgment  for  one  remainder-man  is  evidence  for  the 
next  in  succession.'  A  judgment  of  ouster  in  a  quo  warranto, 
against  the  incumbent  of  an  office,  is  conclusive  against  those  who 
derive  their  title  to  office  under  him.*  The  conviction,  too,  of  a 
former  owner  of  lands  on  an  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  road, 
ratione  tenures,  will  be  cogent,  if  not  conclusive,  evidence  of  liability 
to  repair,  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  same  lands.* 
So,  an  executor  or  administrator  will  be  bound  by  a  verdict  re- 
covered against  the  testator  or  intestate;  ^  a  husband  and  wife  will 
be  found  by  a  verdict  recovered  against  the  wife  before  her 
marriage; '  and  the  same  rule  will  apply  .to  all  grantees,  mort- 
gagees, and  assignees,  provided  their  title  has  accrued  since  the 
judgment  was  pronouced.* 

§  1690.  Where  a  man  brought  an  action  against  several  persons   J  1503 
for  diverting  water  from  his  works,  and  had  judgment;  and  after- 


"  Comm.  of  Sewers  of  London  v.  Gellatly,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  788,  vet  Jessel, 
M.  E. 

'  Lock  V.  Norborne,  3  Mod.  141;  Outram  v.  More-n-ood,  3  East,  346;  Whit- 
taker  V.  j^ackson,  33  L.  J.,  Ex.  181;  2  H.  &  C.  926,  S.  C. 

=  Pyke  V.  Crouch,  1  Ld.  Ray.  730;  B.  N.  P.  232;  Doe  v.  Tyler,  6  Bing.  390. 

*  E.  V.  May.  of  York,  5  T.  E.  66,  72,  76;  E.  v.  Hebden,  2  Selw.  N.  P.  1194; 
2  Str.  1109,  S.  C.  5  E  ^  Blakemore,  2  Den.  410. 

"  E.  V.  Hebden,  Andr.  389. 

'  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3  East,  346.  But  see  33  &  34  V.,  c.  93,  gl2;  and 
37  &  38  v.,  c.  50,  §§  1  &  2.  The  joint  operation  of  these  two  Acts  is  suffi- 
ciently curious,  for  while  the  former  protects  the  husband  from,  liability  "for 
the  debts  of  his  wife  contracted  before  marriage"  (see  Conlon  v.  Moore,  I.  R., 
9  C.  L.  190),  and  renders  the  wife  responsible  for  such  debts,  provided  the 
parties  have  married  between  the  9th  of  August,  1870,  and  the  30th  of  July, 
1874,  the  latter,  with  respect  to  all  marriages  contracted  since  the  last-named 
date,  has  again  imposed  on  the  husband  a  limited  liability,  in  the  event  of 
his  wife  having  brought  him  any  fortune.  See,  also,  now  45  &  46  V.,  c.  75, 
?§  14,  15,  as  to  the  law  with  respect  to  parties  married  since  31st  Dec,  1882. 

"  Doe  V.  E.  of  Derby,  1  A.  &  E.  790,  per  Littledale,  J. ;  Doe  v.  "Webber,  1 
A.  &  E.  119;  Adams  v.  Barnes,  17  Mass.  365. 
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wards  he  and  anotber  sued  the  same  defendants  for  a  similar  injury 
^p  the  same  works;  the  former  judgment  was  held  to  be  cogent 
evidence  of  the  plaintiffs,  their  privity  in  estate  with  the  former 
plaintiff  being  presumed  by  the  court  from  the  fact  that  they  were 
in  possession  of  the  property.'  In  that  case, — which  was  decided 
before  parties  to  the  record  were  rendered  competent  to  testify, — it 
was  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the  judgment,  that  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  had  himself  been  a  witness  for  the  other  in  the  former 
suit,  when  he  was  disinterested;  but  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion,giving  the  following  sensible  reason  for  their  decision : — ''The 
case  being  brought  within  the  general  rule,  that  a  verdict  on  the 
matter  in  issue  is  evidence  for  or  against  parties  and  privies,  no  ex- 
ception can  be  allowed  in  the  particular  action,  on  the  ground  that 
a  circumstance  occurs  in  it  which  forms  one  of  the  reasons  why 
verdicts  between  different  parties  are  held  to  be  inadmissible;  any 
more  than  the  absence  of  all  such  circumstances  in  a  particular 
case,  would  be  allowed  to  form  an  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
that  verdicts  between  othes  parties  cannot  be  received.  It  is  much 
wiser  and  more  convenient  for  the  administration  of  justice,  to 
abide  as  much  as  possible  by  general  rules."  ^ 


§  1691.  In  all  the  instances  of  privity  above  given,  the  privy  has  ?  1503 
claimed,  or  been  liable,  under  or  through  the  original  party;  but 
the  same  rules  of  law  apply,  where  two  or  more  persons  are  subject 
to  a  joint  or  concurrent  liability.,  For  instance,  if  one  be  sued 
alone  upon  a  joint  note,  debt,  or  tort,  the  judgment  against  him, 
even  without  satisfaction,  may  be  pleaded  and  proved  in  bar  of  a 
second  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action,^  whether  it  be  brought 
against  the  other  debtor  or  wrong-doer,  or  against  the  joint  debtors 
or  wrong- doers;  because  in  these  cases,  the  original  cause  of  action 
has  been  changed  into  matter  of  record,  which  is  of  a  higher  nature, 


'  Blakemore  v.  Glamorg.  Can.  Co.,  2   C.    M.    &   K.    133,    139;    Strutt   v.. 
Bovingdon,  5  Esp.  58,  59,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 

2  2  C.  M.  &  R.  139,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  See  Brinsmead  v.  Harrison,  40  L.  J.,  C.  P.  281;   6   Law   Rep.,  C.  P.  584, 
S.  C;  41  L.  J.,  C.  P,  190,per  Ex.  Ch.,  S.  C;  and  7  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  547. 
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and  the  inferior  remedy  is-thus  merged  in  the  higher.'  So,  where 
a  party,  having  concurrent,  that  is,  joint  and  several  remedies 
against  several  persons,  has  obtained  judgment  against  one,  he  will 
certainly  be  estopped  from  proceeding  against  the  others,  if  the 
damages  have  been  received;  and  he  will  probably  be  estopped,  even 
though  the  judgment  has  not  been  satisfied;^  or  if  the  law  were 
otherwise,  a  plaintiff,  might  recover  damages  twice  over  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  which  would  be  repugnant  to  natural  justice.' 
So,  if  an  action  on  a  joint  contract  or  trespass  be  brought  against 
two  defendants,  one  of  them  may  possibly  be  allowed  to  plead  the 
pendency  of  another  action  against  him  for  the  same  cause;*  but  if 
A.  be  sued  on  a  contract,  the  pendency  of  an  action  against  B.  for 
the  same  cause  cannot  be  pleaded,  for  in  such  case  A.  is  not  twice 
vexed;  and  his  proper  course,  therefore,  is  either  to  plead  the  non- 
joinder of  B.,  if  B.  is  within  the  jurisdiction,  or  to  appeal  to  the 
equitable  authority  of  the  court  for  a  stay  of  proceedings.^ 


§1692.  Upon  a  somewhat  similar  principle,  if    a   judgment   has   ?  1504 
been  recovered,  and  execution  executed,  against  a  garnishee  in  a 

'  King  V.  Hoare,  13  M.  &  W.  494,  .504;  2  Dowl.  &  L.  382,  S.  C;  Kendall 
V.  Hamilton,  L.  E.  4,  App.  Cas.  504,  per  Dom.  Proc;  and  48  L.  J.  C.  P.  705; 
affirming  S.  C.  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  D.  403;  and  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  665;  Lechmere 
D,  Fletcher,  1  C.  &  M.  634,  per  Bayley,  B. ;  Brown  v.  "Wootton,  Yelv.  67; 
Cro.  Jac.  73;  M.  762,  S.  C;  Ward  v.  Johnson,  13  Mass.  148.  These  cases 
overrule  a  dictum  of  Ld.  Tenterden  in  Watters  v.  Smith,  2  B.  &  Ad.  892. 

^  Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15  Com.  B.  145.  See  Phillips  v.  "Ward,  16  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  717. 

s  Bird  V.  Randall,  3  Burr.  1345,  1353;  1  W.  Bl.  373,  387,  S.  C;  recognised 
in  Cooper  v.  Shepherd,  3  Com.  B.  272;  King  v.  Hoare,  13  M.  &  W.  496,  505, 
per  Parke,  B. ;  Lechmere  v.  Fletcher,  1  C.  &  M.  623,  634,  635,  per  Bayley,  B. ; 
U.  S.  V.  Cushman,  2  Summ.  426,  437 — 441,  per  Story,  J.;  Farwell  v.  Hilliard, 
3  New  Hamp.  318.     See  Godson  v.  Smith,  2  Moore,  157. 

*  E.  of  Bedford  v.  Bp.  of  Exeter,  Hob.  137;  Rawlinson  v.  Oriel,  1  Show. 
75;  Carth.  96;  Henry  v.  Goldney,  15  M.  &  W.  499,  per  Alderson,  B.  This 
used  to  be  a  plea  in  abatement,  but  all  such  pleas  are  now  abolished.  Rules 
of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXI.,  E.  20. 

*  Henry  v.  Goldney,  15  M.  &  "W.  494,  overruling  a  dictum  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  in  Boyce  v.  Douglas,  1  Camp.  60.  See  Newton  v.  Blunt,  3  Com.  B. 
675,  where  two  actions  having  been  brought  against  two  joint  contractors  in 
respect  of  the  same  demand,  and  the  debt  and  costs  in  one  action  having  been 
paid,  it  was  held  that  a  judge  at  chambers  might  stay  the  proceedings  in  the 
other  action  without  costs. 
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suit  of  foreign  attachment,  he  may  rely  on  these  facts  as  an  estoppel, 
should  any  subsequent  action  be  brought  against  him  by  the  de- 
fendant in  such  suit,  for  the  moneys  paid  by  him  to  the  defendant's 
creditor  under  the  process  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court;'  and 
this,  too,  whether  the  debt  sued  for  in  such  court  accrued  within 
its  jurisdiction  'or  not.'^  So,  any  payment  made  by,  or  execution 
levied  upon,  a  garnishee  under  any  proceeding  for  the  attachment 
of  debts  owing  or  accruing  fi'om  him  to  a  judgment  debtor  is 
rendered,  by  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  a  valid  dis- 
charge to  the  garnishee  as  against  the  judgment  debtor,  to  the 
amount  paid  or  levied,  although  such  proceeding  may  be  set  aside 
or  the  judgment  reversed.'' 

§  1693.  In  conformity  with  the  rule,  which  rejects  judgments  §  1505 
inter  partes  as  evidence  either  for  or  against  strangers  to  prove  the 
facts  adjudicated,  it  has  been  determined  that  a  judgment  in  a 
criminal  prosecution, — unless  admissible  as  evidence  in'  the  nature 
of  reputatiod,  or,  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  prosecution, 
as  an  act  of  ownership,^ — cannot  be  received  in  a  civil  action,  to 
establish  the  truth   of  the   facts  on  which  it  was  rendered ;°  and 


1  Magrath  v.  Hardy,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  782,  Webb  v.  Hurrell,  4  Com.  B.  287; 
Huxham  v.  Smith,  2  Camp.  19,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Crosby  v.  Hetherington, 
4  M.  &  Gr.  933;  M'Daniel  i\  Hughes,  3  East,  367;  Philips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl. 
402,  410;  Hull  i>.  Blake,  13  Mass.  153;  Holmes i).  Eemsen,  20  Johns.  229. 

'  Westoby  v.  Day,  2  E.  &  B.  605.  See  Matthey  v.  Wiseman,  18  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  657. 

3  Ord.  XL  v.,  R.  7.  See  17  &  18  V.,  c.  125,  ?  65;  which  section,  although 
repealed  generally,  is  still  applicable  to  the  County  Courts  by  virtue  of  an 
Order  in  Council  of  18  Nov.  1867.  See  Cy.  Ct.  E.  O.  &  F.  of  1868,  p.  238;  and 
46  &  47  T.,  c.  49,  §  7.  See,  also,  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  H  63—69,  for  correspond- 
ing clauses  relative  to  Ireland. 

*  See  Petrie  v.  Nuttall,  18  Ex.  E.  569;  ante,  §  624. 

=  Brew  V.  Haren,  I.  E.,  9  C.  L.  29;  S.  C.  Aflf.  on  App.  I.   E.  11  C..L.  198. 

^  Smith  V.  Eummens,  1  Camp.  9;  Hathaway  v.  Barrow,  id.  151;  both  which 
cases  are  explained  by  Parke,  B.,  in  2  C.  M.  &  E.  139;  Justice  v.  Gosling,  12 
Com.  B.  39;  Jones  v.  White,  1  Str.  68,  per  Eyre  &  Pratt,  Js.;  B.  N.  P.  233; 
Hillyard  v.  Grantham,  cited  by  Ld.  Hardwicke  in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  2 
Ves.  Sen.  246;  Gibson  v.  M'Carty,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  311;  Helsham  d.  Black- 
wood, 11  Com.  B.  Ill;  Wilkinson  v.  Gordon,  2  Add.  152,  per  Sir  J.  NichoU; 
Jameson  v.  Leitch  Milw.,  Ec.  Ir.  E.  690.  See,  also,"  24  &  25  V.,  c.  96,  I  86, 
cited  ante,  2  1455. 
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that  a  judgment  in  a  civil  action,  or  an  award,'  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence  for  such  a  purpose  in  a  criminal  prosecution.^  So,  the 
record  of  the  conviction  of  a  principal  cannot  be  received  as  any- 
proof  of  his  guilt  on  the  trial  of  a  subsequent  indictment  against 
the  accessory.^  However,  where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the 
substantive  offeace  of  receiving  stolen  goods,  and  a  witness  for  the 
Crown,  after  confessing  that  he  was  himself  the  thief,  admitted  on 
cross-examination  that  he  had  been  tried  and  acquitted  of  the 
theft,  the  Irish  judges  held,  that  the  acquittal  of  the  principal, 
though  not  conclusive  evidence  of  his  innocence,  was  a  fact  which  it 
was  right  to  leave  to  the  jury,  together  with  the  fact  of  his  subse- 
quent confession  in  court.*  Again,  a  verdict  for  or  against  a  tenant 
for  life,  will  not  be  evidence  for  or  against  the  reversioner,  because 
the  reversioner  does  not  claim  through  the  tenant  for  life,  but  en- 
joys an  independent  title.^  So,  a  judgment  obtained  by  or  against 
a  lessee,  cannot,  it  is  submitted, — notwithstanding  some  authorities 
to  the  contrary," — be  made  available  in  a  subsequent  action  by  or 
against  the  lessor.' 

§  1694'  It  is  true  that  a  record  is  sometimes  admitted  in  evi-  j  1506 
dence,  in  favour  of  a  stranger  against  one  of  the  parties,  as  con- 
taining a  solemn  admission  by  such  party  in  a  judicial  proceeding, 
with  respect  to  a  certain  fact.  But  this  is  no  real  exception  to  the  - 
rule  requiring  mutuality,  because  the  record  is  admitted  in  this 
case,  not  as  a  judgment  conclusively  establishing  the  fact,  but  as 
the  deliberate  declaration  or  admission  of  the  party  himself  that 

1  R.  V.  Fontaine  Moreau,  11  Q.  B.  1028. 

^  SeeR.  V.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  471,  485;  Acta  facta  in  causst 
civili  non  probant  in  caus&  criminali.     Masc,  de  Prob.,  Concl.  34. 

3  E.  V.  Tiirner,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  347;  1  Lew.  C.  C.  119,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Eatcliffe,  1 
Lew,  C.  C.  122,  per  Parke,  J.;  Keable  v.  Payne,  8  A.  &  E.  560,  per  Patteson, 
J. ;  E.  V.  Smith,  1  Lea.  288.  These  cases  do  not  directly  establish  the  proposi- 
tion in  the  text;  but  its  soundness  is  clear  on  principle,  imless  a  conviction  be 
a  judgment  in  rem,  which  it  is  submitted  itis  not. 

*  E.  V.  M'Cue,  Jebb,  C.  C.  120. 

5  B.  N.  P.  232.     See  ante,  U  757,  758. 

*  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  A.  5;  2  Ph.  Ev.  11.  The  passage  in  Comynseems  toapply 
to  the  old  action  of  ejectione  firmse. 

'  Weuman  v.  Mackenzie,  5  E.  &  B.  447;  Eees  v.  Waltera,  3  M.  &  W.  527; 
Eushworth  v.  Countess  of  Pembroke,  Hardr.  472.     See  ante,  §  789. 
8  Gt.  Ev.  §  527,  a;  in  part. 

(4318) 


/ 

CHAP.  IV.  j     JUDGMENT,  WHEN  CONCLUSIVE  IN  SECOND  ACTION.      1447 

the  fact  was  so.  It  is  therefore  to  be  treated  according  to  the 
principles  governing  admissions,  to  vrhich  class  of  evidence  it 
properly  belongs.'  Thus,  where  a  carrier  brought  trover  against 
a  person  to  whom  he  had  delivered  the  goods  intrusted  to  him, 
and  which  were  lost,  the  record  in  this  suit  was  held  admissible 
for  the  owner  in  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  him  against  the 
carrier,  as  amounting  to  a  confession  in  a  court  of  record,  that  he 
had  had  the  plaintiff's  goods.^  So,  a  record  of  judgment  in  a 
criminal  case,  upon  a  plea  of  guilty,  is  admissible  in  a  civil  action 
against  the  party,  as  a  solemn  judicial  confession  of  (.he  fact." 

§  1695.  In  order  that  a  judgment  should  bind  parties  and  privies,  J  1507 
it  must  have  directly  decided  the  point  which  is  in  issue  in  the 
second  action ;  *  and  therefore,  whenever  it  is  pleaded  by  way  of  es- 
toppel, or  is  offered  in  evidence,  the  opposite  party  is  always  at 
liberty  to  deny  on  the  record,  or  at  the  trial,  that  it  hag  settled  the 
rights  of  the  parties  as  to  the  same  cause  of  action  which  is  now  in 
controversy;  and  the  question  of  identity  thus  raised,  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  Judge,  or,  if  the  facts  are  disputed,  by  the  jury 
upon  the  evidence  adduced.  The  due  determinatiou  of  this  ques- 
tion will  require  a  careful  examination  of  the  issues  raised  in  the 
two  actions;  for  while,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  actions  should  be  in  the  same  form,  provided  the  facts  in 
issue  are  really  the  same;^  so,  on  the  other,  it  is  not  sufficient 
that  the  urrits  should  be  identical,  if  the  issues  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings are  different. 

1  Ante,  U  772,  783,  821. 

=  Tiley  v.  Cowling,  1  Ld.  Ray.  744,  per  Holt,  C.  J.;  B.  N.  P.  243,  S.  C; 
Kobinson  v.  Swett,  3  Greenl.  316. 

^  Anon.,  per  Wood,  B.,  cited  2  Ph.  Ev.  25;  R.  v.  Fontaine  Moreau,  11  Q.  B. 
1033,  per  Ld.  Denman;  Bradley  v.  Bradley,  2  Fairf.  367. 

*  Eicardo  v.  Garoias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368;  Bainbrigge  v.  Baddeley,  2  Phill. 
705,  709,  710;  Toulmin  v.  Copland,  id.  711;  Hunter  v.  Stewart,  31  L.  J.,  Ch. 
346,  349,  350;  4  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  168,  176—178,  S.  C,  per  Ld.  Westbury; 
Langmead  v.  Maple,  18  B.,  N.  S.  255;  Moss  v.  Anglo-Egyptian  Navig. 
Co.,  1  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  Ap.  108;  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  179,  S.  C.  Dolphin  «.  Aylward, 
15  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  583;  Flitters  v.  Allfrey,  10  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  29;  44  L.  J., 
C.  P.  73,  S.  C. 

°  Krishna  Behari  Royii.  Brojeswari  Chowdranee,  2  Law  Rep.,  Ind.  Ap.  283. 
See,  also,  Symons  v.  Rees,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  D.  416;  Priestman  v.  Thomas,  S.  C.  on 
app.;  L.  R.",  9  P.  D.  210;  L.  R.,  9  P.  D.  70;  53  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  58,  S.  C. 
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§  1696.'  For  instance,  if  one  wrongfully  take  another's  horse  and  J  isos 
sell  it,  applying  the  money  to  his  own  use,  a  recovery  in  an  action 
of  trespass  by  the  owner  for  the  taking,  would  be  a  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent action  for  the  money  received,  or  for  the  price,  the  cause  of 
action  being  proved  to  be  the  same.^  So,  if  two  wrong-doers  were 
jointly  to  convert  goods  to  their  own  use  by  selling  them,  a  judg- 
ment in  trover  recovered  against  one  would  constitute  a  bar  to  a 
subsequent  action  against  the  other  for  money  had  and  received, 
even  though  it  were  capable  of  proof,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
had  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  damages  awarded  in  the  first  action.' 
So,  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  in  trover,  on  a  plea  of  denying  the 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  goods,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  for  the  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  them,  because  in  both  these  actions  the 
same  question  of  property  must  necessarily  arise.*  Again,  the  re- 
covery of  judgment  in  replevin  is  a  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  in 
respect  to  the  same  taking  of  the  same  goods;  because,  although 
the  damages  actually  recovered  in  replevin  are  usually  assessed  at 
the  cost  of  the  replevin  bond,  no  law  exists  to  deprive  the  plaintiff 
of  the  right  to  recover  special  damages  in  that  form  of  action.^  So, 
where  a  farmer,  on  being  sued  in  the  County  Court  for  discharging 
his  servant  before  the  termination  of  the  hiring  without  reasonable 
cause,  had  obtained  judgment,  this  judgment  was  held  to  be  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  summons  before  justices  against  the  master  to 
recover  the  servant's  wages;  though  it  was  urged  in  that  case  with 
much  force,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  two  courts  was  totally  dis- 
tinct, and  that  the  claim  made  in  the  one  was  different  from  that 
preferred  in  the  other.^  In  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  where  the 
defendant  in  his  statement  relies  on  the  non-possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  latter  may  reply,  by  way  of  estoppel,  a  judgment  for  the 


*  Gr.  Ev.  ?  532,  as  to  the  first  five  lines. 

^  17  Pick.  13,  per  Putnam,  J.;  Young  v.  Black,  7  Cranch,  565;  Livermore 
V.  Herschell,  3  Pick.  33.  Whether  parol  evidence  would  be  admissible  in 
such  case  to  prove  that  the  damages  awarded  in  trespass  were  given  merely 
for  the  tortious  taking,  without  including  the  value  of  the  goods,  to  which 
no  evidence  had  been  offered;  qusere,  and  see  Loomis  v.  Green,  7  Greenl.  386. 

'  Buckland  v.  Johnson,  23  L.  J.,  C.  P.  204;  15  Com.  145,  S.  C. 

•  Hitchiu  1).  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  827,  831,  832;  3  Wils.  304,  S.  C. 

^  Gibbs  V.  Cruikshank,  8  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  451;  42  L.  J.,  C.  P.  273,  S.  C. 
"  Routledge  v.  Hislop,  29  L.  J.,  M.  C.  90;  2  E.  &  E.  549,  S.  C.     But  see 
Hindley  v.  Haslam,  L.  E.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  481. 
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recovery  of  land  in  his  favour,  whether  it  be  by  verdict  or  by  default, 
and  whether  it  has  been  followed  or  not  by  the  issue  and  execution 
of  a  writ  of  possession.'  So  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  in  replevin 
where  to  an  avowry  for  rent  the  plaintiff  had  denied  the  tenancy, 
has  been  held  to  conclude  the  plaintiff,  when  subsequently  sued  by 
the  party  under  whom  he  had  made  cognizance,  for  the  rent  which 
had  accrued  at  the  time  of  the  distress.^  So,  where, — prior  to  the 
10th  of  August,  1854,  when  the  laws  relating  to  usury  were  re- 
pealed,^— the  defendant  pleaded  usury  to  an  action  on  a  bond,  a 
verdict  of  acquittal  in  an  action  for  penalties  for  usury  on  the  same 
bond,  between  the  same  parties,  was  held  to  be  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff.* 

§  1697.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  recovery  of  damages  for  §  1509 
injury  to  plaintiff's  carriage  through  defendant's  negligent  driving, 
will  not  bar  any  second  action  claiming  compensation  for  personal 
injuries  caused  by  the  same  accident;  for,  although  the  plaintiff, 
in  such  a  case,  may  have  had  an  opportunity  of  recovering  in  the 
first  action  the  damages  claimed  in  the  second,  he  was  not  obliged 
to  avail  himself  of  it,  but  he  was  entitled  in  strict  law,  to  dis- 
criminate between  the  damage  done  to  his  property,  and  that  done 
to  his  person,  and  to  treat  each  injury  as  a  separate  and  distinct 
cause  of  action.'  So,  the  prior  recoveiy  of  damages  in  an  action 
for  false  imprisonment,  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  for  malicious  prosecution,  even  though  the  jury  on  the  first 
trial  may  have  been  misdirected  to  take  into  their  consideration 
the  malicious  conduct  of  the  defendant.^    Neither  will  a  judgment 

1  Wilkinson  v.  Kirby,  23  L.  J.,  C.  P.  224;  15  Com  B.  430,  S.  C.  But  see 
Pearse  v.  Coaker,  4  Law  Rep.,  Ex.  92;  38  L.  J.,  Ex.  82,  S.  C,  and  Kenna  v. 
Nugent,  I.  R.,  7  C.  L.  464,  where  the  Irish  Ex.  Ch.  held  that  a  judgment  by- 
default  in  ejectment  was  not  an  estoppel,  and  therefore,  in  an  action  for 
mesne  profits,  was  not  conclusive  as  to  the  time  at  which  the  plaintiiFs  title 
accrued.  Qu.,  therefore,  as  to  the  law  stated  in  the  text.  See,  also,  ante, 
?  1688.  ^  Hancock  v.  Welsh,  1  Stark.  E.  347. 

'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  90. 

*  Cleve  V.  Powel,  1  M.  &  Eob.  228,  per  Ld.  Denman.  For  other  examples, 
see  Whittaker  v.  Jackson,  33  L.  J.,  Ex.  181;  2  H.  &  C.  926,  S.  C;  Newington 
V.  Levy,  40  L.  J.,  C.  P.  29;  6  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  180,  S.  C. 

^  Brunsden  v.  Humphrey,  53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  476,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  reversing 
S.  C.  L.  E.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  712;  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  756. 

"  Guest  V.  Warren,  23  L.  J.,  Ex.  121;  9  Ex.  E.  379,  S.  C. 
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recovered  by  a  widow  seeking  compensation,  under  Lore  Campbell's 
Act,' for  the  death  of  her  husband  through  the  negligence  of  the  ' 
defendants,  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  her,  as  his 
administratrix,  to  recover  damages  from  the  same  defendants  for  an 
injury  caused  by  the  same  accident  to  his  personal  property.^ 
Nor,  in  a  case  of  collision  at  sea,  will  a  proceeding  in  rem  in  the 
Admiralty  Division  be  any  bar  to  a  proceeding  in  personam  in  the 
Queen's  Bench  Division.^  A  verdict,  too,  for  the  defendant  in  an 
action  for  detention  of  goods  on  a  statement  of  defence  setting  up 
an  authorised  sale,  will  not  prevent  him  from  being  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received;  because  such  a  verdict  must  have  beert  given  on  the 
express  ground,  that  the  defendant  had  sold  the  goods  in  question 
on  the  authority  of  the  plaintifP.*  Again,  if  an  action  were  brought 
for  obstructing  a  watercourse,  and  the  plaintiff  were  to  obtain  a 
verdict  on  a  defence  denying  the  obstruction,  this  would  not  pre- 
clude the  defendant  from  disputing  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the 
watercourse,  should  he  bring  a  second  action  for  a  subsequent 
obstruction.^  So,  if  a  tenant,  when  sued  for  rent,  were  to  allow 
judgment  to  go  by  default,  he  would  not  thereby  be  estopped,  in 
an  action  for  subsequent  rent,  from   pleading    any   justification,  ' 

though  such  statement  of  defence  would  have  barred  the  former 
claim,  had  it  been  pleaded  on  the  first  occasion.^ 

§  1698.  If  to  an  action    for    trespassing    on    a  close,  whether  j  1509 
described  by  abuttals  or  name,  the  defendant  were  to  rely  on  a 
statement  that  the  spot  in  dispute  was  his  own  freehold,  and  obtain 
a  verdict,  this  record  would  not  estop  the  plaintiff  from  bringing  a 
second  action  for  a  trespass  committed  on  the  same  close;  for,  as 


'  9  &  10  v.,  c.  93;  27  &  28  V.,  c.  95. 
^  Barnett  v.  Luca^  I.  R.,  6  C.  L.  247,  per  Ex.  Ch. 

'  Nelson  v.  Couch,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  99;  The  Bengal,  Swab.  Adm.  R.  468; 
The  John  and  Mary,  id.  471;  Harmer  v.  Bell,  7  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  267. 

*  Hitehin  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  779,  832;  as  explained  in  Buckland  v. 
Johnson,  15  Com.  B.  161,  162. 

*  Evelyn  v.  Haynes,  per  Ld.  Mansfield,  cited  and  explained  by  Ld.  Ellen- 
borough  in  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3  East,  365. 

«  Howletti;.  Tarte,  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  813;  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.  146,  S.  C.  See, 
also,  for  another  illustration,  Hall  v.  Levy,  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  89;  10  Law  Rep., 
C.  P.  154,  S.  C. 
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the  defendant,  to  support  such  a  statement  of  defence  need  not  have 
proved  his  title  to  the  whole  close,  but  might  have  rested  satisfied 
■with  showing  that  the  part  on  which  the  trespass  was  committed 
belonged  to  him,  the  only  effect  of  the  record  in  a  subsequent  action 
between  the  same  parties,  or  those  claiming  under  them,  would  be 
to  prove  that  some  part  of  the  close  was  the  defendant's  property; 
as  this  would  not  bar  the  plaintiff's  right,  unless  it  could  be  further 
shown;  that  the  trespass  in  the  two  actions  were  committed  on  the 
same  part.'  In  E.  v.  Fairie,^  where  the  defendant  was  indicted  for 
causing  a  nuisance  by  keeping  up  furnaces  for  making  animal  char- 
coal, his  former  conviction  by  justices  for  an  offence  against  the 
Smoke  Consumption  Act  of  1853,^  committed  at  the  same  place  and 
in  the  course  of  the  same  trade,  was  tendered  in  evidence.  The 
court,  however,  held,  that  this  document  could  not  be  received,  as 
the  statutable  offence  was  not  of  necessityj  the  doing  any  act, 
which  would  constitute  an  indictable  nuisance  at  common  law.  On 
the  other  hand,  a  party,  who  has  either  obtained  a  decree  for  a 
divorce,  or  whose  suit  for  that  purpose  has  been  dismissed,  cannot 
afterwards  maintain  a  fresh  suit  for  mere  judicial  separation  on  the 
'  same  grounds.* 

§  1699.  It  matters  not  in  regard  to  the  conclusive  effect  of  a  ?  1510 
judgment,  whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  action  was  the 
plaintiff  or  defendarit  in  the  first,  provided  the  point  in  dispute 
be  the  same  in  both  suits.  Therefore,  if  an  action  be  brought  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  with  a  warranty,  or  for  work  and  labour 
done,  or  for  goods  supplied,  under  a  contract,  and  the  defendant 
elect  to  show,  as  he  may  do,  how  much  less  the  subject-matter  of 
the  action  was  worth,  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  the  warranty  or 
contract;  he  will  be  considered  as  having  satisfaction  for  the 
breach,  to  the  extent  that  he  obtained,  or  was,  after  such  election, 
capable  of  obtaining,  an  abatement  of  price  on  that  account;  and 


>  Smith  V.  Eoyston,  8  M.  &  "W.  386—388,  per  Alderson,  B.  See  Whittaker 
V.  Jackson,  33  L.  J.,  Ex.  181;  2  H.  &C.  926,  S.  C. 

2  8  E.  &  B.  486;  8  Cox,  66,  S.  C.  '  16  &  17  V.,  c.  128,  §  1. 

*  Ciocci  V.  Ciocci,  29  L.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  60,  per  Cresswell,  J.  O.  See  Green 
K.  Green,  43  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  6;  3  Law  Eep.,  P.  &  D.  121,  S.  C;  and 
Evans  v.  Evans  &  Robinson,  27  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  57. 
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to  that  extent,  but  no  further,  he  will  be  precluded  from  recover- 
ing in  another  action.'  So,  a  verdict  negativing  any  right  which 
a  defendant  sets  up  in  his  statement,  will  estop  him  from  asserting 
that  right  as  plaintiff  in  a  subsequent  action  against  his  former 
opponent.^  For  instance,  if  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  contract, 
the  defendant  relies  on  a  set-off  or  counterclaim,  and  the  issue 
thereon  is  found  against  him,  he  cannot  afterwards  sue  the  plaintiff 
for  the  demand  specitied  in  that  statement  of  defence.^ 


§  1700.  In  applying  this  rule  to  cross-actions,  care  must  be  ?  1511 
taken  to  distinguish  between  cases,  where  the  points  in  issue  are 
identical,  and  those,  where  both  suits  merely  relate  to  the  same 
transaction  or  property.  In  the  latter  case  the  recovery  of  a 
verdict  by  the  plaintiff  in  one  action  will  not  estop  the  defendant 
from  bringing  a  subsequent  action  against  him.  Thus,  where  the 
purchaser  of  a  kitchen  range,  on  being  sued  for  the  stipulated 
price,  paid  4.01.  into  court,  which  was  accepted  in  satisfaction  of 
the  cause  of  action;  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  estopped  thereby 
from  suing  the  maker  for  negligence  in  the  construction  of  the, 
range.*  True,  the  purchaser  might,  if  he  had  thought  fit,  have 
relied  upon  the  bad  workmanship  of  the  article  bought  as  a 
defence  to  the  former  action;  but  he  was  not  bound  to  take  that 
course,  and  having  omitted  to  do  so,  he  had  a  perfect  right  to 
maintain  a  separate  action  for  the  damage,  which  he  had  sustained 
on  that  account.^  Again,  it  frequently  happens  in  running  down 
cases,  that  both  parties  commence  proceedings  against  each  other; 
and  as  a  verdict  on  the  first  trial  is  no  evidence  on  the  second,' 
juries  occasionally  find  verdicts  in  favour  of  both  plaintiff's,  in 
order,  as  it  would  seem,  to  illustrate  the  humiliating  doctrine  that 
no  human  institutions  are  perfect.' 


1  Mondel  v.  Steel,  8  M.  &  "W.  858,  871,  872.  See  Thornton  v.  Place,  1  M. 
&-Eob.  218.  2  Smith,  L.  C.  666. 

^  Eastmure  v.  Laws,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  444;  7  Scott,  461;  7  Dowl.  431,  S.  C. 
See  Stanton  v.  Styles,  1  L.  M.  &  P.  575. 

*  Eigge  u.  Burbidge,  15  M.  &  W.  598;  4  Dowl.  &  L.  1,  S.  C. 

»  Davis  V.  Hedges,  6  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  687;  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  276,  S.  C. 

^  See  the  Calypso,  Swab.  Adm.  E.  28. 

'  In  a  case  of  collision  in  the  old  Court  of  Admiralty,  where  cross  actions 
had  been  brought,  Dr.  Lushington, — after  observing  that  the  records  of  that 
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§  1701.  A  convenient  and  safe  test  for  ascertaining  whether  or  g  1512 
not  the  judgment  in  one  action  should  be  a  bar  to  another,  is  to 
consider  whether  the  same  evidence  would  or  ivould  not  sustain 
both;^  but  if  the  statements  of  claim  be  framed  in  such  a  manner, 
that  the  causes  of  action  may  be  identical  in  the  two  suits,  the 
party  bringing  the  second  action  must  show  that  they  are  not  the 
same,  for  he  has  no  right  to  leave  the  question  of  identity  to  be 
determined,  on  a  nice  investigation  of  the  facts  and  pleadings.^ 
In  one  case,  indeed,  where  the  plaintifP  had  in  a  former  action 
declared  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  for  goods  sold,  but,  upon 
executing  the  writ  of  inquiry  after  judgment  by  default,  he  had  not 
been  prepared  with  evidence  on  the  count  for  goods  sold,  and  had 
therefore  taken  his  damages  for  the  amount  only  of  the  note;'  he 
was  permitted,  in  a  second  action  for  the  goods  sold,  to  prove  this 
fact  by  parol,  and  the  first  judgment  was  held  to  be  no  bar  to  the 
second  suit.'  In  another  case,  too,  a  plaintifP  declared  in  debt  for 
use  and  occupation  of  a  farm,  with  the  usual  money  counts,  and  in 
his  particulars  of  demand  he  claimed  a  certain  sum  for  the  value  of 

court  showed,  that  scarcely  ever  was  a  case  of  collision  tried  in  which  a  true 
statement  of  facts  was  made  on  both  sides,  — confessed  that  he  was  unable  to 
come  to  any  satisfactory  decision  on  the  conflict  of  evidence;  and  as  the  Trinity 
Masters,  whom  he  had  called  in,  found  themselves  equally  incapable  of  deter- 
mining the  matter,  the  result  was  that  both  actions  were  dismissed;  In  re  Maid 
of  Auckland,  6  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  240.  The  general  rule  of  the  Admiralty  Divi- 
sion in  cases  of  collision,  when  both  parties  are  blamable  in  not  having  taken 
necessary  precautions,  is  to  apportion  the  damages  equally  between  them: 
Vaux  V.  Sheffer,  8  Moo.  P,  C.  E.  75;  The  Milan,  Lush.  Adm.  B.  388;  The 
Sylph,  2  Ec.  &  Mar.  Cas.  86.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  when  the 
collision  has  in  part  been  caused  by  the  plaintiff's  non-compliance  with  the 
regulations  for  preventing  collision  made  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts 
1854  to  1873;  for  by  §  17  of  36  &  37  V.,  c.  65,  the  plaintiff  in  such  case  cannot  , 
maintain  his  suit;  The  James,  Swab.  Adm.  R.  60.  See  ante,  §  206;  also,  as  to 
'the  present  regulations,  ante,  ?  1604,  ri.  2. 

1  Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  831,  per  De  Grey,  C.  J.;  Martin  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 2  B.  &  P.  71,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  Wadsworth  v.  Bentley,  23  L.  J.,  Q.  B., 
Bail  Ct.  Cas.,  3,  per  Crompton,  J.;  Hunter  v.  Stewart,  31  L.  J.,  Ch.  350;  4 
De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  178,  S.  C,  per  Ld.  Westbury;  Dolphin  v.  Aylward,  15  Ir.  Eq. 
R.  N.  S.  583. 

2  Ld.  Bagot  V.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  239,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. ;  Seddon  v.  Tutop, 
6  T.  R.  609,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

'  Seddon  v.  Tiltop,  6  T.  R.  607;  recognised  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Ld.  Bagot  v- 
Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  240;  and  by  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Thorpe  v.  Cooper,  5  Bing. 
129.  See  Preston  v.  Peeke,  27  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  424;  E.  B.  &  E.  336,  S.  C;  cited 
ante,  §  85. 
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stone  taken  from  a  quarry  on  the  farm.  At  the  trial  he  confined 
his  evidence  to  the  count  for  use  and  occupation,  and  obtained  a 
general  verdict.  Before  this  action  was  tried,  the  plaintifP  brought 
another  against  the  same  defendant  for  quarrying  and  taking  away 
stone;  and  the  court  held,  on  the  trial  of  the  action  on  the  case, 
that  the  tort  was  not  waived  by  the  plaintiff's  abandonment  of  his 
claim  for  the  value  of  the  stone  as  stated  in  the  particulars,  and 
that,  consequently,  the  second  action  was  maintainable  notwith- 
standing the  former  recovery.' 

§  1702.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  laid  down  as  a  general  2  1513 
rule,  which  is  recognised  alike  in  all  courts,  that  "where  a  given 
matter  becomes  the  subject  of  litigation  in,  and  of  adjudication  by, 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  court  requires  the  parties  to 
that  litigation  to  bring  forward  their  whole  case,  and  will  not,  except 
under  special  circumstances,  permit  the  same  parties  to  open  the 
same  subject  of  litigation  in  respect  of  matter,  which  might  have 
been  brought  forward  as  part  of  the  subject  in  contest,  but  which  , 
was  not  brought  forward,  only  because  they  have,  from  negligence, 
inadvertence,  or  even  accident,  omitted  part  of  their  case.  The 
plea  of  res  judicata  applies,  except  in  special  cases,  not  only  to 
points  upon  which  the  court  was  actually  required  by  the  parties  to 
form  an  opinion  and  pronounce  a  judgment,  but  to  every  point 
which,  properly  belonged  to  the  subject  of  litigation,  and  which  the 
parties,  exercising  reasonable  diligence,  might  have  brought  forwa;rd 
at  the  time.'"' 


§  1703.  Many  cases  in  Chancery  might  be  cited  in  illustration   j  1514 
of  the  above  rule,'  but  it  will  suffice  to  refer  to  a  few  common- 
law  decisions   cpnnected  with   this   subject.     Thus,    it   has   been 
determined,  that  if  a  plaintiff  obtains  an  interlocutory  judgment 
for  his  whole  claim,  but  afterwards,  to  avoid  delay,  attends  before 

'  Hadley  v.  Green,  2  Tyr.  390.  See  ace.  Bridge  v.  Gray,  14  Pick.  55;  "Web- 
ster v:  Lee,  5  Mass.  334 ;  Phillips  v.  Berrick,  16  Johns.  136. 

^  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  3  Hare,  115,  per  Wigram,  V.-C.  See,  alstf,  Srimut 
Eajah  v.  Katama  Natchiar,  11  Moo.  Ind.  App.  C.  50. 

"  Farquharson  v.  Setcn,  5  Euss.  45;  Partridge  v.  Ushome,  id.  195;  Chamley 
V.  Ld.  Dunsany,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  718,  per  Ld.  Eldon;  M.  of  Breadalbane  v.  M.  of 
Chandos,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  732,  733,  per  Ld.  Cottenham. 
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the  officer  of  the  Court  to  have  his  damages  assessed  on  one  item 
only,  and  enters  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  others,  this  will  bar  any 
future  action  for  the  last  mentioned  items;  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to 
part,  entered  up  after  judgment  for  the  whole,  being  equivalent  to 
a  retraxit.'  A  fortiori,  if  a  plaintiff,  having  declared  on  several 
causes  of  action,  fails  to  establish  some  of  them  at  the  trial  for 
want  of  evidence,  he  cannot  bring  a  second  action  to  recover 
damages  for  these  last,  unless  he  be  nonsuited,^  or  he  can  induce 
the  court  to  set  aside  the  verdict  he  has  obtained "  on  the  ground 
of  mistake,  surprise,  or  accident.  So,  if  he  sues  for  part  only  of 
an  indivisible  claim,  as  if  one  serves  another  for  a  year  under  the 
same  hiring,  and  then  brings  an  action  for  a  month's  wages,  it  is  a 
bar  to  the  whole.*  Upon  the  same  principle,  if  a  plaintiff,  knowing 
that  he  has  an  unliquidated  claim  against  a  defendant  for  a  large 
amount,  chooses  to  sue  him  for  a  less  sum  than  is  due;  or  if, 
having  a  demand  for  60Z.,  in  three  sums  of  20Z.,  he  consents  at 
Nisi  Prius  to  take  a  verdict  for  40Z.,  he  cannot  afterwards  bring  a 
second  action  for  the  residue.^  So,  if  all  matters  in  difference 
between  two  parties  are  referred,  and  one  of  them  declines  to  bring 
before  the  arbitrator  some  claim  which  is  included  within  the  scope 
of  the  reference,  he  cannot  make  this  claim  the  subject  of  a  fresh, 
action.' 

§  1704.  The  County  Court  Act,   1846,'  contains  an  important,  g  1515 
clause  relative  to  this  subject;  for  it  enacts,  in  §  63,  "that  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  any  plaintiff  to  divide  any  cause  of  action  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  two  or  more  suits  in  any  of  the  [County] , 


'  Bowden  v.  Home,  7  BiDg.  716. 

^  See  post,  I  1719.     In  the  Cy.  Cts.,  a  nonsuit  operates  as  a  judgment  upon- 
the  merits  for  defendant,  unless  the  judge  otherwise  directs.     See  Ord.  xvi., 
r.  17;  of  Cy.  Ct.  Ord.,  1875,  and  Poyser  v.  Minors,  L.   E.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  729;  50- 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  555,  S.  C. 

'  Stafford  v.  Clarke,  2  Bing.  382,  per  Best,  C.  J. 

*  Miller  v.  Covert,  1  Wend.  487. 

'  Ld.  Bagot  V.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  235,  241. 

'  Smith  V.  Johnson,  15  East,  213;  Dunn  v.  Murray,   9   B.   &   C.  780,  788. 
See  Ravee  v.  Farmer,  4  T.  E.  146. 

'  9  &    10  v.,  c.   95.     The   Act  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  57,  which  regulates  the 
practice  in  Irish  Civil  Bill  courts,  contains  similar  provisions  in  §  36. 
13  LAW  OP  EVID. — V.  IV.  (4327) 
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Courts,'  but  any  plaintiff,  having  cause  of  action  for  more  than" 
hOl.,^  "for  which  a  plaint  might  be  entered  under  this  Act  if  not 
for  more  than"  50Z.,' "  may  abandon  the  excess,  and  thereupon 
the  plaintiff  shall,  on  proving  his  case,  recover  to  an  amount  not 
exceeding "  50Z. ;  *  "  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  snch 
plaint  shall  be  in  full  discharge  of  all  demands  in  respect  of  such 
cause  of  action,  and  entry  of  the  judgment  shall  be  made  accord- 
ingly." The  term  "cause  of  action,"  here  employed,  is  one  of 
indefinite  import ;  but  the  courts  have  fixed  its  meaning  to  a 
certain  extent,  by  holding,  first,  that  it  is  not  limited  to  a  cause  of 
action  on  one  separate  entire  co;ntract,  but  that  it  extends  to  trades- 
men's bills,  where  the  dealing  is  intended  to  be  continuous,  and 
where  the  items  are  so  far  connected  with  each  other,  that  if  they 
be  not  paid,  they  form  one  entire  demand;*  and  next,  that  it  does 
not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  bringing  distinct  plaints,  whenever 
the  claims  are  of  such  a  nature  as  would  justify  the  introduction 
of  two  or  more  counts  in  the  statement  of  claim,  if  the  action 
were  brought  in  the  High  Court.^  In  conformity  with  this  last 
rule,  a  landlord  has  been  allowed  to  sue  his  tenant  in  one  plaint  for 
rent,  and  in  another  for  double  value,  in  consequence  of  the  pre- 
mises being  held  over  after  the  expiration  of  a  notice  to  quit.' 
So,  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note,  whereby  the  maker  has  spe- 
cially undertaken  to  pay  a  particular  rate  of  interest,  may  as  it 
seems,  first  sue  for  the  interest,  and  afterwards  recover  the  principal 
in  a  second  action.* 


§  1705.  The  rule  requiring  an  identity  in  the  points  at  issue,  but  J  151( 
allowing  a  diversity  in  the  forms  of  proceeding,  has  hitherto  been 
illustrated  by  referring  to  cases,  where  a  judgment  recovered  in 
one  action  has,  or  has  not,  been  regarded  as  a  bar  to  a  second 
action.     The  same  doctrine,  however,  will  be  found  to  prevail  in 


'  "These  words  do  not,  m  terms,  prohibit  the  splitting  a  demand,  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  one  suit  in  the  County  Court,  and  another  in  the  Superior 
Court; "  per  Maule,  J.,  in  Vines  v.  Arnold,  8  Com.  B.  638. 

M3&14V.,  c.  61,  §1-  '  W-  *  Id. 

^  In  re  Aykroyd,  1  Ex.  R.  479. 

8  Wickham  v.  Lee,  12  Q.  B.  526,  per  Erie,  J.  '  Id.  521. 

"  Morgan  v.  Rowlands,  7  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.,  per  Blackburn,  J. 
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criminal  prosecutions;  and  therefore,  although,  in  order  to  warrant 
a  .prisoner  in  pleading  autrefois  acquit,  or  autrefois  convict,  the 
form  of  the  two  indictments,  or  even  the  nature  of  the  charges 
need  not  be  identical,  yet,  unless  the  first  indictment  were  one, 
upon  which  the  prisoner  might  have  been  convicted  by  proof  of 
the  facts  necessary  to  support  the  second  indictment,  an  acquittal 
or  conviction  on  the  first  trial  will  be  no  bar  to  the  second.'  Thus, 
if  a  prisoner,  indicted  for  burglariously  breaking  and  entering  a 
house,  and  stealing  therein  certain  goods  of  A.,  be  acquitted,  he 
cannot  plead  this  acquittal  in  bar  of  a  subsequent  indictment  for 
burglariously  breaking  and  entering  the  same  house,  and  stealing 
other  goods  of  B.^  Neither  will  his  acquittal  on  a  charge  of 
burglary  and  stealing  avail  him  on  an  indictment  for  burglary 
with  intent  to  steal.'  So,  if  a  prisoner  be  indicted  under  §  12  of 
the  Act  of  24  &  25  V.,  c.  99,  for  unlawfully  uttering  counterfeit 
coin  after  a  previous  conviction  for  a  like  offence,  and  be  acquitted 
of  that  felony,  such  acquittal  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  if  he  be 
afterwards  indicted  for  the  simple  misdemeanor  of  uttering  counter- 
feit coin.*  So,  an  acquittal  for  the  larceny  of  goods  would  seem  to 
be  no  bar  to  an  indictment  for  obtaining  the  same  goods  under  false 
pretences;  but  this  point  is  not  free  from  doubt,  as  under  either  of 
the  Acts  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  100,  §  12,=  or  24  &  25  V.,  c.  96,  §  88, 
the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  the  misdemeanor  on  the  second 
indictment,  though  the  evidence  were  to  establish  the  fact  that  a 
felony  had  been  committed.^ 

§  1706.  So,  upon  an  indictment  for  the  statutable  felony  of  ad-  j  1517 
ministering  poison  with  intent  to  murder,  a  previous  acquittal 
on  an  indictment  for  murder,  founded  on  the  same  facts,  cannot 
be  pleaded  in  bar.'  Neither  will  an  acquittal  upon  an  indictment 
for  wounding  with  intent  to  kill,  protect  the  accused  from  being 
subsequently   indicted  for  murder  upon  the  death  of  the  person 

■  R  V.  Gilmore,  15  Cox,  85. 

'  Per  Bulleij  J.*  delivering  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  in  R.  v.  Vander- 
comb,  2  Lea.  718,  719,  and  overruling  Turner's  case,  Kel.  30,  and  Jones  & 
Beaver's  case,  Kel.  52.  '  E.  v.  Vandercomb,  2  Lea.  716 — 721. 

*  E.  e.  Thomas,  13  Cox,  52,  *  Cited  post,  p.  1459,  n.  2. 

«  See  E.  V.  Henderson,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  192,  198, 199. 

'  E.  V.  Connell,  178,  per  Williams  and  Talfourd,  Js. 
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assaulted.'  So,  if  a  prisoner  be  charged  with  rape  and  acquitted, 
he  may  still,  should  the  facts  warrant  such  a  course,  be  indicted 
either  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  that  crime,^  or  for  a 
common  assault.^  So,  where  two  or  more  persons  have  committed 
successive  rapes  upon  the  same  woman,  though  one  of  them  be 
acquitted  when  charged  as  a  principal  in  the  first  degree,  he  may 
still  be  indicted  for  being  present  aiding  and  abetting  the  others 
to  commit  the  crime.*  So,  although  a  prisoner  be  acquitted  of 
receiving  stolen  goods  from  A.  B.,  knowing  them  to  have  been  so 
feloniously  stolen,  he  may  still,  as  it  seems,  be  indicted  for  the 
substantive  felony  of  receiving  stolen  property  with  a  guilty  know- 
ledge; and  the  record  of  his  former  acquittal  will  not  avail  him, 
unless  it  be  proved  that  the  goods,  if  received  by  him  at-  all,  were 
received  from  A.  B.,  by  whom  they  were  taken  from  the  original 
owner.*  So,  if  a  bankrupt  be  indicted  for  omitting  certain  goods 
out  of  his  schedule,  his  acquittal  or  conviction  will  be  no  bar  to  a 
second  prosecution  against  him  for  omitting  other  goods,  though 
as  such  a  course  of  proceeding  savours  of  oppression,  it  would 
under  ordinary  circumstances  be  discountenanced  by  the  judge.'  In 
all  these  cases,  and  in  many  others  of  a  similar  nature,  the  prisoner 
could  not  by  possibility  have  been  legally  convicted  on  the  first  in- 
dictment of  the  offence  charged  in  the  second;  and  therefore  the 
ancient  maxim  of  the  common  law,  that  no  man  shall  be  twice 
brought  into  jeopardy  for  the  same  crime,'  is  in  no  respect  contra- 
vened by  the  second  trial. 

§  1707.  On  the  other  hand,  an  acquittal  on  an  indictment  charg-   J  15] 
ing   the  prisoner  as  a  principal  felon,  will  now'  be  a  bar  to  an 

'  E.  V.  de  Salvi,  Cent.  Ct.  Sess.  Pap.  vol.  46,  p.  884,  referred'to  in  E.  v. 
Morris,  36  L.  J  ,  M.  C.  85;  1  Law  Eep.,  C.  C.  93,  S.  C. 

^  E.  V.  Gisson,  2  C.  &  Kir.  781,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.  But  not  for  an  attempt 
to  commit  the  crime.     See  ante,  ^  269,  n.  8. 

'  E.  V.  Dungey,  4  Fost.  &  Fin.  99. 

'  See  E.  V.  Parry,  7  C.  &  P.  836. 

*  E.  V.  Woolford,  1  M.  &  Eob.  384,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  E.  v.  Dann,  1  Moo.  C. 
C.  424.  But  see  24  &  25  V.,  c.  96,  J  91,  which  throws  much  doubt  on  this  law. 
See,  also,  E.  v.  Huntley,  29  L   J.,  M.  C.  70. 

"  E.  V.  Champneys,  2  M.  &  Eob.  26,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  2  Lew.  C.  C.  52,  S.  C. 
'  See  E.  V.  Murphy,  28  L.  J.,  P.  C.  53. 

*  The  law  was  formerly  otherwise.  SeeE.  v.  Birchenongh,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  447; 
S.  C.  nom.  E.  v.  Plant,  7  C.  &  P.  575. 
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indictment  against  him  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  because, 
under  an  Act  passed  in  1861,'  "  whosoever  shall  become  an  acces- 
sory before  the  fact  to  any  felony,  whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at 
common  law,  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  passed  or  to  be  passed,  may 
be  indicted,  tried,  convicted,  and  punished  in  all  respects  as  if  he 
were  a  principal  felon."  Again,  no  person  tried  for  any  misde- 
meanor is  liable,  unless  the  jury  have  been  discharged  from  giving 
a  verdict,  to  be  aftei^vards  prosecuted  for  felony  on  the  same  facts,^- 
because,  as  stated  in  a  former  section,^  he  may  be  convicted  of  the 
misdemeanor,  though  a  felony  be  proved.  For  a  similar  reason,  no 
person  tried  for  obtaining  by  any  false  pretence  any  chattel,  money, 
or  valuable  security,  is  liable  to  be  afterwards  prosecuted  for  larceny 
upon  the  same  facts.*  So,  also,  no  person  tried  for  embezzlement, 
or  fraudulent  application  or  disposition,  as  a  clerk  or  servant,  or  as 
a  person  employed  in  either  of  those  capacities,  or  as  a  person  em- 
ployed in  the  public  service,  or  in  the  police,  or  as  a  partner,  or  a 
joint  beneficial  owner,°  can  be  afterwards  indicted  for  larceny  upon 
the  same  facts,  and  no  person  tried  for  larceny  is  liable  to  a  second 


1  24  &  25  v.,  c.  94,  §  ]. 

^  14  &  15  v.,  c.  100,  ^  12,  enacts,  that,  "  If  upon  the  trial  of  any  person  for 
any  misdemeanor,  it  shall  appear  that  the  facts  given  in  evidence  amount  in 
law  to  a  felony,  such  person  shall  not  by  reason  thereof  be  entitled  to  be  ac- 
quitted of  such  misdemeanor;  and  no  person  tried  for  such  misdemeanor 
shall  be  liable  to  be  afterwards  prosecuted  for  felony  on  the  same  facts, 
unless  the  court  before  which  such  trial  may  be  had  shall  think  fit,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, to  discharge  the  jury  from  giving  any  verdict  upon  such  trial,  and  to 
direct  such  person  to  be  indicted  for  felony,  in  which  case  such  person  may 
be  dealt  with  in  all  respects  as  if  he  had  not  been  put  upon  his  trial  for  such 
misdemeanor."  In  E.  v.  Shott,  3  C.  &  Kir.  206,  where  a  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  the  misdemeanor  of  carnally  knowing  a  girl  between  the  ages  of  ten  and 
twelve,  and  it  turned  out  at  the  trial  that  the  girl  was  under  ten,  and  that 
consequently  a  felony  had  been  committed,  Manle,  J. ,  is  reported  to  have  held 
that  the  above  section  did  not  apply,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  an 
acquittal.  According  to  his  lordship's  view,  "the  section  only  applies  to 
cases  of  merger;  e.  g.,  the  case  of  false  pretences,  where  the  facts  prove  that 
the  false  pretences  have  been  eifected  by  a  forgery."  Sed  guxre,  as  this 
seems  to  be  a  very  unwarrantable  limitation  of  the  language  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. The  proper  course  in  such  a  case  would  appear  to  be,  to  discharge  the 
jury  from  giving,  any  verdict  upon  the  trial  for  the  misdemeanor,  and  to 
direct  a  fresh  bill  to  be  preferred  for  felony. 

=  Ante,  §  1705,  ad  fin.  *  24  &  25  V.,  c.  96,  I  88. 

*  30  &  31  v.,  c.  116,  I  1;  E.  v.  Eudge,  13  Cox,  17. 
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prosecution    for   embezzlement,  or    for   fraudulent  application  or 
disposition.' 

§  1708.  So,  if  a  prisoner  be  indicted  for  a  compound  crime,  and  §  isig 
be  wholly  acquitted,  he  cannot  be  afterwards  charged  with  any 
offence  included  in  such  crime;  because,  in  these  cases,  the  pri- 
soner, though  acquitted  of  the  more  serious  charge,  might  still,  on 
the  first  indictment,  have  been  foqnd  guilty  of  the  lighter  offence. 
For  instance,  if  one  has  been  acquitted  on  an  indictment  for  murder, 
he  is  protected  against  a  second  prosecution  for  manslaughter;^ 
and,  indeed,  if  a  party  be  charged  with  any  felony  or  misdemeanor, 
and  be  wholly  acquitted,  he  cannot  be  subsequently  indicted  for,  an 
attempt  to  commit  the  same  crime,  since,  on  the  first  indictment, 
the  jury  may  now  acquit  of  the  felony  or  misdemeanor  charged, 
and  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  the  attempt,  if  the  evidence  shall 
warrant  such  finding.^  Again,  an  acquittal  on  a  charge  of  adminis- 
tering poison,  so  as  to  endanger  life,  or  to  inflict  grievous  bodily 
harm,  is  a  bar  to  an  indictment  for  administering  poison  with  intent 
to  injure,  aggrieve,  or  annoy  any  one.*  So,  if  a  person  be  indicted 
for  robbery,  for  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house,  for  burglary  in  break- 
ing into  a  house  and  stealing  goods,  for  larceny  as  a  servant,^  or  for 
stealing  from  the  person,  and  be  generally  acquitted,  the  acquittal 
will  be  a  bar  to  any  future  indictment  for  the  simple  larceny;'  and 
if  a  man  be  tried  for  robbery,  he  will  also  be  protectefd  from  any 
second  prosecution  for  assaulting  with  intent  to  rob.' 

§  1709.  It  seems,   too,   that   the   converse   of   this    rule    holds   §  1519 
good;  and,  therefore,  if  the  prisoner  be  acquitted  or  convictei  of 
manslaughter,  or  of  simple  larceny,  he  cannot  in  the  first  event 
be  afterwards  indicted  for  the  murder  of  the  same  person,'  or  in 

'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  ?  72.  For  other  illustrations  of  this  rule,  see  "The 
Corrupt  and  Illegal  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1883,"  46  and  47  V.,  c.  51,  ?  52. 

^  2  Hale,  246. 

M4  &  15  v.,  c.  100,  I  9,  cited  ante,  ?  269.  See,  also,  14  &  15  V.,  c.  19, 
?  5. ;  also  R.  v.  Miller,  14  Cox,  356.  *  24  &  25  V.,  c.  100,  ?  25. 

*  R.  V.  Jennings,  Dear.  &  Bell,  447. 

«  See  1  Russ.  C.  &  M.  837,  838,  n.  by  Mr.  Greaves.  See  R.  v.  Compton,  3  C. 
&  P.  418. 

'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  ?  41.     See  R.  v.  Mitchell,  2  Den.  468. 

*  2  Hale,  246;  Holcroft's  case,  4  Rep.  46  h;  Post.  C.  L.  326.  See  R.  v. 
Tancock,  13  Cox.  217. 
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the  second  event,  be  indicted  for  compound  larceny  with  respect 
to  the  same  property.'  If,  therefore,  through  a  mistake  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecutor,  or  through  the  ignorance  or  inattention 
of  the  officer  of  the  court,  a  bill  be  preferred  for  manslaughter 
or  larceny,  and  it  should  come  out  in  evidence,  that  the  ofPence 
amounted  to  a  murder  in  the  one  case,  or  to  robbery,  burglary, 
stealing  in  a  dwelling-house,  or  stealing  from  the  person,  in  the 
other,  the  judge  should  by  no  means  direct  the  jury  to  acquit; 
but  if  the  circumstances  be  of  an  aggravated  nature,  he  should 
discharge  the  jury  of  that  indictment,  and  order  a  fresh  one  to  be 
preferred.'' 

§  1710.  The  doctrine  just  explained  has,  on  several  occasions,  §  1519a 
been  recognised  and  adopted  by  the  Legislature.  Thus  a  summary 
conviction  in  respect  of  any  offence  punishable  in  that  mode  under 
either  of  the  Acts  of  1861,  relating  to  larcenies,  or  to  malicious 
injuries  to  property,^  or  under  "The  Seamen's  Clothing  Act, 
1869,"  *  is,  in  itself,  a  bar  to  any  other  proceeding  for  the  same 
cause.  So,  where  any  person,  who  has  been  charged  before  justices 
with  a  common  assault,  or  with  an  aggravated  assault  on  a  woman 
or  child,  has  either  obtained  a  certificate  of  dismissal,  or  been 
summarily  convicted,  he  is  released  "  from  all  further  or  other , 
proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for  the  same  cause." "  The  word 
"  cause "  here  used  is  sufficiently  ambiguous,  as  it  may  mean 
either  "  act"  or  "  charge,"  and  its  legal  effect  will  materially  vary 
according  to  which  of  these  two  interpretations  shall  prevail. 
Hitherto  the  matter  has  not  been  reasoned  out  by  the  lawyers  in  a 
very  satisfactory  way,  but  a  divided  court  has  determined  thus 
much,  that,  in  spite  of  the  Act,  a  summary  conviction  for  assault  is 
no  bar  to  an  indictment  for  manslaughter,  when  the  party  assaulted 
has  subsequently  died  from  the  effects  of  the  blows.^     On  the  other 


'  R.  V.  Berigan,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  177, 184—186,  per  Crampton,  J.;  id.  195,  n. 

''  See  Fost.  C.  L.  327,  328. 

'  24  &  25  v.,  c.  96,  §  109;  24  &25  V.,  c.  97,  §  67. 

♦  32  &  33  v.,  c.  57,  ?  6. 

*  24  &  25  v.,  c.  100,  g  45.     See  ante,  §  1616. 

«  R.  V.  Morris,  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  C.  SO;  36  L.  J.,  M.   C.  84,  S.  C,  per  Martin, 
B.,  and  Byles,  Keating,  and  Shee,  Js.,  Kelly,  C.  B.,diss. 
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hand,  it  has  been  held  more  than  once,  that  a  man  who  has  been 
either  acquitted  or  convicted  before  justices  of  an  assault,  could  not 
afterwards  be  indicted  for  felonious  wounding  in  the  same  trans- 
action.' So,  also,  when  a  person  has  been  convicted  of  a  common 
assault  on  a  married  woman  and  has  paid  the  penalty  imposed,  he 
cannot  afterwards  be  sued  by  the  husband  of  the  woman  for  the 
loss  which  he,  as  such  husband,  has  sustained  by  the  assault  on  his 
wife.^  So,  if  a  magistrate,  on  hearing  a  summons  against  a  cab- 
man for  furious  driving,  were  to  award  compensation  to  the  party 
aggrieved,  such  party  would  be  barred  from  bringing  any  subsequent 
action  in  respect  of  any  injury  sustained  by  him,  either  against  the 
cabman  or  his  employer,  unless,  indeed,  he  had,  from  the  first, 
refused  to  submit  himself  to  the  magistrate's  jurisdiction.'  What- 
ever construction  may  be  ultimately  put  upon  the  enactment,  it 
should  te  remembered  that  a  conviction,  to  satisfy  the  statute,  must 
be  followed  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  and  be  proved  by  the  record  or 
an  examined  copy.*  z 


§  1711.  Having  thus  pointed  out  the  distinction  which  exists  §  1520 
between  the  admissibility  and  efPecf  of  judgments  in  rem  and  of 
judgments  inter  partes,  it  will  be  expedient  to  refer  shortly  to  some 
rules  which  govern  equally  both  classes  of  instruments.  And  first, 
it  is  laid  down  as  an  unquestionable  rule  of  law,  thai  neither  a 
judgment  in  rem,  nor  a  judgment  inter  partes,  is  evidence  of  any 
matter  which  may  or  may  not  have  been  controverted,  or  which 
came  collaterally  in  question,  or  which  was  incidentally  cognizable, 
or  which  can  only  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judgment.^ 
For  instance,  on  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  where  the 
respondents  relied  on    a  derivative  settlement  from  the  pauper's 

'  R.  V.  Walker,  2  M.  &  Rob.  446;  R.  v.  Stanton,  5  Cox,  324,  R.  v.  Ebring- 
ton,  1  B.  &  S.  688:  31  L.  J.,  M.  C.  14;  9  Cox,  86,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Wemyss 
V.  Hopkins,  44  L  J.,  M.  C.  101;  10  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  378,  S.  C. 

'  Masper  &  Wife  v.  Brown,  45  L.  J  ,  C.  P.  203;  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  I).   97,  S.  C. 

"  Wright  V.  Lond.  Omnibus  Co.,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  429;  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  271, 
S.  C;  6&7  v.,  c,  86,  §28. 

*  Hartley  v.  Hindmarsh,  1  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  553;  35  L.  J.,  M.  C.  255;  and 
1  H.  &  R.  607,  S.  C. 

"  R.  V.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  538;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  642,  S.  C. 
See  R.  V.  Hutchins,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  300;  50  L.  J.,  M.  C.  35,  S.  C,  per  Ct. 
of  App. 
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father,  they  were  not  allowed  to  put  in  a  previous  order  for  the 
removal  of  the  pauper's  brother  to  the  appellant  parish,  together 
with  the  examinations  on  which  it  was  founded,  though  these 
examinations  clearly  proved  that  the  brother's  settlement  was 
derived  from  the  father.'  The  order  in  this  case  for  removing  the 
brother  was  silent  as  to  the  ground  of  removal,  and  the  court  held 
that  the  examinations,  being  no  part  of  the  record,  could  not  be 
used  to  prove  the  particular  species  of  settlement  on  which  it 
rested.^ 

§  1712.  So,  where  an  action  of  trover  was  brought  against  the  ?  1521 
administrator  of  a  woman  by  a  man  who  claimed  to  be  her  widower, 
and  the  defendant  relied  on  the  letters  of  administration,  insisting 
that  they  could  not  have  been  granted  to  him  but  upon  the  supposi-, 
tion  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  intestate  had  never  been  married, 
the  court  held,  that,  inasmuch  as  that  question  had  never  been  put 
in  issue  and  decided  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  they  were  not  at 
liberty  to  infer,  from  the  grant  of  administration,  that  the  parties  , 
were  unmarried.'  So,  the  probate  of  a  will,  purporting  to  have 
been  made  by  a  married  woman  in  pursuance  of  a  power,  furnishes 
no  evidence  whatever  that  the  power  has  been  duly  executed; 
because  the  Probate  Division  has  sinjply  to  determine  on  the 
validity  of  the  instrument  as  an  ordinary  will  of  an  ordinary  person, 
and  in  case  no  valid  objection  can  be  taken  to  it,  when  regarded  in 
this  light,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  court  to  grant  probate,  and  to 
leave  the  question  respecting  the  due  execution  of  the  power  to  be 
decided  by  the  Chancery  Division.*  So,  where  to  debt  on  bond 
the  defendant, — before  usury  was  legalised,^ — had  pleaded  a  usurious 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  and  had  averred  that 
the  bond  was  given  in  pursuance  thereof;  and  issue  having  been 

'  E.  V.  Sow,  4  Q.  B.  93;  R.  v.  Knaptoft,  2  B.  &  C,  883;  explained  in  E.  v. 
Hartington  Middle  Quarter,  4  E.  &  B.  795,  796. 

2-  4  Q.  B.  98.     See  ante,  §  809,  ad  fin. 

^  Blackham's  case,  1  Salk.  290,  291,  per  Ld.  Holt;  cited  and  explained  by 
Ld.  Lyndhurst  in  Barrs  ?'.  Jackson,  1  Phill.  588,  589. 

*  Barnes,  v.  Vincent,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  201 ;  Chatelain  v.  Pontigny,  1  Swab.  & 
Trist.  411';  Parkinson  v.  Townsend,  44  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  32.  See  Ward  u. 
"Ward,  11  Beav.  377;  Noble  v.  Willock  &Phelps,  40  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  60,  2Law 
Rep.,  P.  &  p.  276,  S.  C,  nom.  Noble  v.  Phelps  &  Willock;  Re  Eliz.  Graham, 
41  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  46.  M7  &  18  V.,  c.  90. 
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joined  on  a  traverse  of  this  latter  averment,  the  defendant  had  a 
verdict;  the  court  held  that,  in  a  subsequent  action  on  a  collateral 
security  for  the  same  debt,  the  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  by  the 
former  judgment  from  disproving  the  usurious  agreement,  inas- 
much as  the  existence  of  such  agreement  had  not  been  directly 
in  issue  in  the  action  on  the  bond.' 


§  1713.  In  the  next  place,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  ?  1522 
wherever  a  judgment  is  offered  in  evidence  against  a  stranger,  he 
may  avoid  its  effects,  by  furnishing  distinct  proof  that  it  ,was 
obtained  hj  fraud  or  collusion.  To  borrow  the  language  of  Lord 
Chief  Justice  De  Grey,  "  Fraud  is  an  extrinsic,  collateral  act,  which 
vitiates  the  most  solemn  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice.  Lord 
Coke  says,  it  avoids  all  judicial  acts,  ecclesiastical  or  temporal.'"' 
In  applying  this  rule  it  matters  not  whether  the  judgment  im-  / 
pugned  has  been  pronounced  by  an  inferior  tribunal,  or  by  the 
highest  court  of  judicature  in  the  realm,  but  in  all  cases  alike  it  is 
competent  for  every  court,  whether  superior  or  inferior,  to  treat  as  a 
nullity  any  judgment,  which  can  be  clearly  shown  to  have  been 
obtained  by  manifest  fraud.^  Fabula,  non  judicium,  hoc  est;  in 
scena,  non  in  foro,  res  agitur.*  Whether  auinnocent  party  would 
be  allowed  to  prove  in  one  court  that  a  judgment  against  him  in 
another  court  was  obtained  by  fraud,  is  a  question  not  equally  clear, 
as  is  would  be  in  his  power  to  apply  directly  to  the  court  which 
pronounced  the  judgment  to  vacate  it;  ^  but,  however  this  point 
may  be  ultimately  determined,  thus  much  is  evident,  that  a  guilty 
party  would  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  a  judgment,  by  showing 

*  Carter  v.  James,  13  M.  &  "W.  137. 

2  E.  v.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  544;  2  Smith,  L.  C.  650; 
BrQwnsword  u.  Edwards,  2  Ves.  Sen,  24'<,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke;  Philipson  «. 
Ld.  Egremont,  6  Q.  B.  605,  per  Ld.  Denman;  Meddowcroft  v.  Huquenin,  4 
Moo.  P.  C.  R.  3?6;  Perry  v.  Meddowcroft,  10  Beav.  122;  Harrison  v.  Corp.  of 
Southampton,  4  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  137;  Ochsenbein  i>.  Papelier,  8  Law  Rep., 
Ch.  App.  695;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  861,  S.  C. 

'  Shedden  v.  Patrick,  1  Macq.  So.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  535.  See  Eyre  v.  Smith,  L. 
R.,  2  C.  P.  D.  435,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  Per  Wedderburn,  S.  G.,  in  R.  v.  Duch.  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  479; 
cited  by  Ld.  Cranworth  in  Shedden  u.  Patrick,  1  Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  608. 

*  Prudham  v.  Phillips,  2  Ambl.  763;  20  How.  St.  Tr.  479,  480,  n.  S.  C;  R.D. 
Duch.  ot  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  544;  Shedden  v.  Patrick,  1  Macq.  Sc. 
Cas.  H.  of  L.  535.     See  Ex  p.  White  v.  Tommey,    4    H.    of   L.  Cas.    313. 
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that,  in  obtaining  it,  he  had  practised  an  imposition  on  the  court; 
for  it  would  be  an  outrage  to  justice  and  common  sense,  if  a 
person  could  thus  avoid  the  consequences  of  his  own  fraudulent 
conduct.' 


§  1714.  Again,  every  species  of  judgment  will  be  rendered  in-  J  1523 
admissible  in  evidence,  by  showing  that  the  court  from  which  it 
emanated  had  no  jurisdiction.''  For  instance,  if,  before  the  11th 
of  January,  1858,^  an  executor  or  administrator  had  sued  on  a  pro- 
bate or  letters  of  administration  granted  by  a  diocesan,  the  de- 
fendant might  have  defeated  his  title,  by  pleading  and  proving  that 
the  testator,  or  intestate,  had  bona  notabilia  in  other  dioceses  within 
the  same  province;  because,  under  the  old  law,  the  metropolitan, 
and  not  the  diocesan,  would,  in  such  a  case,  have  had  jurisdiction 
to  grant  probate  or  administration.*  This  law  is  here  referred  to 
for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  that  it  no  longer  exists,  the  Probate 
Acts  of  1857  for  England  and  Ireland  having  respectively  enacted,^ 
that  all  gi'ants  of  probate  and  administrations  made  before  the 
11th  of  January,  1858,  which  may  be  void  or  voidable  by  reason 
only  that  the  courts  from  which  they  were  obtained  had  not  juris- 
diction to  make  them,  shall  be  as  valid  as  if  they  had  been  made 
by  courts  having  jurisdiction.  Again,  a  probate  or  letters  of 
administration  may  still  be  defeated  by  proving  that  the  supposed 
testator  or  intestate  is  alive;  for,  in  this  event,  the  Probate  Division 
can  have  had  no  jurisdiction,  nor  its  sentence  any  effect."     So,  if  a 


1  Prudham  v.  Phillips,  2  Ambl.  763;  20  How.  St.  Tr.  479,  480,  n.  S.  C.  See 
Doe D.  Roberts,  2  B.  &  A.  367;  Bessey  v.  Windham,  6  Q.  B.  166. 

''  R.  V.  Bp.  of  Chester,  1  W.  Bl.  25,  per  Lee,  C.  J.,  as  to  sentences  of  visitors; 
R.  v.  Washhrook,  4  B.  &  C.  732,  as  to  awards  by  public  commissioners;  Mann 
i>.  Owen,  9  B.  &  C.  595,  as  to  sentences  of  Courts-Martial.  See,  also,  Briscoe 
•V.  Stephens,  2  Bing.  213;  9  Moore,  413,  S.  C;  Abp.  of  Dublin  u.  Ld.  Trim- 
leston,  12  Ir.  Eq.  R.  251,  267,  268;  and  Linnell  &  Walker  v.  Gunn,  1  Law 
Rep.,  Adm.  &  Ecc.  363. 

'  When  the  Probate  Acts  of  1857,  for  England  and  Ireland,  came  into 
operation. 

*  Marriot  v.  Harriot,  1  Str.  671;  Stokes  v.  Bate,  5  B.  &  C.  491;  3  D.  &  R. 
247,  S.  C;  B.  N.  P.  247.  See,  also,  Huthwaite  v.  Phaire,  1  M.  &  Gr.  159; 
Whyte  ji.  Rose,  3  Q.  B.  493;  Easton  v.  Carter,  5  Ex.  R.  8. 

5  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77,  I  86;  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  ?  91,  Ir. 

«  Allen  V.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  129,  130,  per  Ashhurst  and  Buller,  Js. 
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prisoner  was  tried  before  the  Quarter  Sessions,  on  a  day  to  which 
the  court  had  not  been  duly  adjourned,'  or  for  an  offence  which  the 
justices  or  recorders  are  by  statute  restrained  from  trying,^  his 
acquittal  or  conviction  would  be  no  bar  to  a  future  indictment  for 
the  same  offence,  because  the  former  proceedings,  being  coram  non 
judice,  would  be  a  mere  nullity. 

1  E.  V.  Bowman,  6  C.  &  P.'  337. 

^  These  crimes  are  treason,  murder,  capital  felony,  or  any  felony,  which 
when  committed  by  a  person  not  previously  convicted  of  felony,  is  punish- 
able by  penal  servitude  for  life;  or  any  of  the  following  offences-. — 
1.'  Misprision  of  treason; 

2.  Ofl'ences  against  the  Queen's  title,  prerogative,  person,  or  government, 

or  against  either  House  of  Parliament; 

3.  Offences  subject  to  the  penalties  of  praemunire; 

4.  Blasphemy,,  and  offences  against  religion; 

5.  Administering  or  taking  unlawful  oaths; 

6.  Perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury; 

7.  Making,  or  suborning  any  other  person  to  make,  a  false  oath,  afBrma- 

tion,  or  declaration,  punishable  as  perjury  or  as  a  misdemeanor; 

8.  Forgery; 

9.  Offences  against  "The   False   Personation   Act,    1874,"    37  &   38  V., 

c.  36  («); 

10.  Unlawfully  and  maliciously  setting  fire   to   crops   of  corn,    grain,    or 

pulse,  or  to  any  part  of  a  wood,  coppice,  or  plantation  of  trees,  or 
to  any  heath,  gorse,  furze,  or  fern ; 

11.  Bigamy;  and  offences  against  the  laws  relating  to  marriage; 

12.  Abduction  of  women  and  girls; 

13.  Endeavouring  to  conceal  the  birth  of  a  child; 

14.  Composing,  printing,  or  publishing  blasphemous,  seditious,  or  defama- 

tory libels; 

15.  Bribery,  or  undue  influence; 

16.  Unlawful  combinations  and  conspiracies,  or   combinations  to   commit 

any  offence,  which  such  justices  or  recorder  respectively  have  or  has 
jurisdiction  to  try  when  committed  by  one  person; 

17.  Stealing,  or  fraudulently  taking,  or  injuring,  or  destroying,  records  or 

documents  belonging  to  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  or  relating  to 
any  proceeding  therein; 

18.  Stealing,  or  fraudulently  destroying  or  concealing,  wills,  or  testamen- 

tary papers,  or  any  document  or  written  instrument  being,  or  con- 
taining evidence  of,  the  title  to  any  real  estate,  or  interest  in  lands, 
tenements  or  hereditaments; 

19.  Any  misdemeanor  against  any   section   of  the  Larceny  Act   of  1861, 

which  relates  to  frauds  committed  by  bankers,  factors,  trustees, 
directors,  solicitors,  or  other  agents.  See  5  &  6  V.,  c.  38;  17  &  18 
v.,  c.  109,  J  10;  20  &  21  V.,  c.  3;  24  &  25  V.,  u.  96,  2  87;  32  & 
33  v.,  c.  62,  J  20;  37  &  38  v.,  c.  96. 


(a).  See  "  The  Army  Act,  1881,"  44  &  45  V.,  c.  58,  ?  142,  subs.  3. 
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§  1715.  Questions  of  jarisdiction  most  frequently  arise  with  J  1524 
regard  to  the  summary  convictions  by  magistrates,  orders  of  justices, 
inquisitions  found  by  sheriff's  juries,  and  other  judicial  proceedings 
of  inferior  tribunals;  and  here, — although,  as  already  explained,' 
an  adjudication  of  this  kind  cannot  be  impeached  by  disproving  the 
facts  stated  in  it,  not  excepting  those  vyhich  are  necessary  to  give 
jurisdiction, — yet  still,  the  parties  against  whom  it  is  offered  in 
evidence  may  establish  its  invalidity,  either  by  proving  any  extrinsic 
facts,  which  show  that  the  person  or  court  pronouncing  it  had  no 
authority  to  enter  into  the  inguiry,''  or  by  pointing  out  the  circum- 
stance, that  the  adjudication  itself  does  not  disclose  facts  sufficient 
to  give  jurisdiction.'  Thus,  if  justices  have  acted  in  a  matter  not 
regularly  before  them,  as  if  they  should  have  proceeded  to  remove 
a  pauper  without  any  complaint  being  made  by  the  parish  officers, 
this  may  be  shown  by  evidence,  and  will  be  fatal  to  their  order.* 
So,  where  a  justice  had  convicted  a  baker  by  four  separate  con- 
victions of  selling  bread  upon  the  same  Sunday,  and  an  action  of 
trespass  was  brought  against  him,  the  court  held  that  he  could  not 
rely  upon  the  convictions  as  a  defence,  since  he  had  exceeded  his 
authority  ia  imposing  more  than  one  penalty  for  the  same  day,  and, 
therefore,  three  of  the  convictions  were  of  necessity  void.^  The 
rule  which  renders  it  necessary  that  the  orderj  on  its  face,  should 
contain  a  statement  of  all  facts  which  are  requisite  to  show  juris- 
diction, is  not  confined  to  orders  of  justices;  but  whenever  a 
special  statutory  power  is  exercised,  whether  the  order  be  made  by 
a  magistrate  or  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  facts  which  gave  the 
authority  must  be  stated.^ 


'  Ante,  U  1669—1672. 

^  E.  V.  Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  66;  R.  v.  Somersetshire  Js.,  5  B.  &  C.  816;  cited 
by  Patteson,  J.,  In  re  Clarke,  2  Q.  B.  634,  635. 

"  In  re  Clarke,  2  Q.  B.  634,  per  Patteson,  J.;  ante,  §  ]47.  See'Ayrton  v. 
Abbott,  14  Q.  B.  1:  Bran  well  v.  Penneck,  7  B.  &  C.  536;  Ex  p.  Bailey  and 
Ex  p.  Collier,  3  E.  &  B.  607;  23  L.  J.,  M.  C.  161,  S.  G.;  E.  v.  St.  George, 
Bloomsbury,  4  E.  &  B.  520;  Staverton  v.  Asbburton,  id.  526. 

*  E.  V.  Buckinghamshire  Js.,  3  Q.  B.  807,  per  Ld.  Denman,  explaining  E.  v. 
Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  66;  Welch  v.  Nash,  8  East,  394. 

*  Crepps  V.  Durden,  2  Cowp.  640;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  649,  S.  C;  recognised  by 
Dallas',  C.  J.,  in  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird,  1  B.  &  B.  430. 

^  Christie  v.  Unwin,  11  A.  &  E.  373,  378,  379,  per  Ld.  Denman,  and 
Coleridge,  J. 
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§  1716.  It  may  be  here  convenient  to  furnish  a  few  instances,  j  1535 
in  which  the  judicial  proceedings  of  inferior  tribunals  have  been 
quashed  or  otherwise  treated  as  nullities,  on  the  ground  that  they 
did  not  set  forth  sufficient  facts  to  show  jurisdiction.  In  E.  v. 
Hulcott '  an  order  of  justices  discharging  a  servant  from  her  service 
was  held  bad,  because  it  did  not  state  that  she  was  a  servant  in 
husbandry;  this  being  a  fact  upon  which  their  jurisdiction  de- 
pended, and  which  it  was  their  duty  to  ascertain.  In  Kite  &  Lane's 
case  ^  a  conviction  was  quashed,  on  an  objection  that  it  did  not 
Show  that  the  justices  were  of  that  district,  to  the  justices  of  which 
alone  the  Act  gave  jurisdiction.  So,  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magistrate  to  take  the  examination  of  a  soldier  depended,  under 
an  old  Mutiny  Act,  upon  the  fact  of  his  being  quartered  at  South- 
ampton; the  circumstance  that  this  fact,  which  the  m,agistrates 
were  bound  to  have  ascertained,  was  neither  stated  in  the  examina- 
tion, nor  proved  aliunde,  rendered  the  examination  inadmissible  in 
evidence.'  In  Day  v.  King,*  the  facts  that  the  applicant  was  a 
member  of  a  friendly  society,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  money, 
and  that  the  party  against  whom  the  application  was  made  was  an 
officer  of  the  society,  were  held  not  only  to  be  necessary  to  give  the 
justices  jurisdiction,  but  to  form  part  of  what  they  had  to  decide; 
and  as  these  facts  were  not  mentioned  in  the  order,  it  was  deemed 
deficient.  So,  inquisitions  have  on  several  occasions  been  quashed, 
where  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff,  or  the  trustees,  before  whom 
they  were  to  be  taken,  to  give  certain  preliminary  notices  to  the 
parties  interested,  and  such  notices  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  ' 
the  procaedings  to  have  been  given." 


§  1717.  It  will  be  observed,  that,  in  all  the  cases  just  cited,  the   s 
facts,  averments  of  which  were  omitted  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, were  preliminaiy  matters    cognizable    by  the  authority 
whence  the  proceedings  emanated;  and  had  not  this  been  the  case. 


'  6  T.  R.  583.  '  1  B.  &  C.  101. 

'  R.  V.  All  Saints,  Southampton,  7  B.  &  C.  785. 

*  5  A.  &  E.  359. 

*  R.  V.  May.  of  Liverpool,  4  Burr.  2244;  R.  v.  Bagshaw,  7  T.  R.  363;  R.  v. 
Norwich  Road  Trustee.s,  5  A.  &  E.  563.  See,  also,  R.  v.  Worcestershire  Js., 
3  E.  &  B.  477,  though  that  ease  would  seem  to  be  overruled  by  R.  v.  Hervey, 
44  L.  J.,  M.  C.  1;  10  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  46,  S.  C.  nom.  R.  v.  Harvey. 
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it  would  s,^em  that  no  objection  on  the  ground  of  their  omission 
could  have  prevailed.  At  least,  this  doctrine  has  been  sanctioned, 
if  not  established,  by  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham,  who,  in  Taylor 
V.  Glemson,'  intimated  a  tolerably  clear  opinion  that  it  could  not 
be  necessary  in  any  case  that  the  proceedings  of  inferior  tribunals 
should  contain  averments  of  any  facts,  into  which  those  tribunals 
had  no  authority  to  inquire,  and  of  which,  therefore,  they  could 
have  no  judicial  knowledge.^ 

§  1718.  The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Glemson'  is  further  important,  as  ?  1527 
distinctly  deciding,  that  no  judicial  proceeding  of  an  inferior  tribunal 
shall  be  deemed  defective,  for  not  stating  facts  that  are  necessarily 
implied  from  those  which  are  alleged.  In  that  case  the  circum- 
stances were  as  follows  : — A  Railway' Act  directed  that  if  any  land- 
owner should  not  agree  with  the  company  as  to  the  purchase  money, 
or  should  refuse  to  accept  the  sum  offered  by  the  company,  or 
should,  after  notice,  neglect  to  treat,  or  should  not  agree  with  the 
company  for  the  sale  of  his  interest,  the  company  might  issue  a 
warrant  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  compensation  jury.  A  warrant 
was  issued,  purporting  to  be  under  the  Act,  a  jury  was  summoned, 
and  an  inquisition  recorded,  which  last  purported  to  be  taken  "  pur- 
suant to  the  Act,  on  the  oaths  of  jurors,  duly  impanelled  in  pur- 
suance of  the  warrant  to  the  inquisition  annexed,  who  assessed  the 
sum  to  be  paid,  &c."  Neither  the  warrant  nor  the  inquisition 
stated  that  the  owner  had  neglected  to  treat,  or  had  had  notice 
served  on  him,  or  had  not  agreed  to  sell;  and  it  was  consequently 
contended  that  these  omissions  were  fatal  to  the  proceedings;  but 
the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber,* held  that  the  warrant  and  inquisition  stated  sufficient  facts  to 
show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sheriff  and  jury;  for  the  impanelling  a 
jury  and  the  assessment  by  them,  being  facts  inconsistent  with  an 
agreement  between  the  company  and  the  landowner,  necessarily 
implied  non- agreement. 


'  11  CI.  &  Fin.  647—651,  questioning  a  contrary  doctrine  suggested  by  Ld. 
Mansfield  in  R.  v.  Croke,  1  Cowp.  30,  and  by  Ld.  Denman  in  E.  v.  South 
Holland  Drainage,  8  A.  &  E.  437. 

^  See,  also,  Ostler  v.  Cooke,  13  Q.  B.  143. 

Ml  CI.  &rin.  610. 

*  2  Q.  B.  978. 
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§  1719.'  Again,  it  is  only  where  the  point  in  issue  in  the  first  J  1528 
suit,  or  other  legal  proceeding,  has  been  actually  determined,  that 
the  judgment  delivered  therein  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  actioi}. 
Therefore,  if  the  action  has  been  discontinued  or  withdrawn,^  or 
has  ended  in  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  either  prior  to  the  2nd  Nov. 
1875,'  or  since  the  23rd  Oct.  1883,*  or,  if,  between  those  dates,  the 
plaintiff  has  been  nonsuited  with  the  special  leave  of  the  court  to 
proceed  again,*  or,  if  the  action  has  been  dismissed  for  want  of 
prosecution  under  Order  XXXVI.,  r.  .1 2  of  the  Eules  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  1883,**  or  if  for  any  other  cause'  no  final  judgment  of  the 
court  has  been  pronounced  upon  the  matter  in  issue,  the  proceed- 
ings are  not  conclusive.*  Though  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror,  or 
the  discharge  of  a  jury,  by  consent,  would  seem  to  constitute  no 
legal  defence  to  a  second  action,'  it  is  so  far  regarded  as  putting  a 
final  end  to  the  litigation,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  sue  again 
for  the  same  cause,  the  court,  on  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
would  stay  the  proceedings,  and  make  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs 
incurred.'"  Further,  a  judgment  is  inconclusive  if  it  appears  that 
the  decision  did  not  turn  upon  the  merits;  "  as,  for  instance,  if  the 


'  Gr.  £v.  U  529,  530,  in  some  part. 

'  Enles  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXVI.,  R.  I;  3  Bl.  Com.  296. 

'  When  the  Judicature  Acts  came  into  operation.     See  3  Bl.  Com.  296,  376, , 
377;  E.  V.  St.  Anne,  "Westminster,  2  Sess.  Cas.  529,  per  Ld.  Denman;  9  Q.  B. 
884,  S.  C;  Greely  v.  Smith,  1  "Woodb.  &  M.  181;  Bevan  v.  Bevan,  29  L.  J.,  Pr. 
&  Mat.  45. 

*  The  Eules  of  1883  came  into  operation  on  the  24th  of  Oct.  in  that  year. 

*  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1875,  Ord.  XLI.,  R.  6,  which  provided,  that  any  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit,  unless  the  court  or  judge  otherwise  directed,  should  have 
the  same  effect  as  a  judgment  upon  the  merits  for  the  defendant;  but  in  any 
case  of  mistake,  surprise,  or  accident,  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  might  be  set 
aside  on  such  terms  as  to  the  court  or  judge  should  seem  just.  This  rule  has 
been  tacitly  ignored  in  the  new  Eules  of  1883,  so  that  the  old  practice  once 
more  prevails.     See  ante,  §  1703,  n.  2,  as  to  the  practice  in  the  Cy.  Cts. 

8  Ee  Orrell  Colliery  Co.,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  655,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.;  Joly  v.  Swift, 
11  Ir.  Eq.  R.  410. 

'  See  Langmead  v.  Maple,  18  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  255. 

8  Knox  V.  Waldoborough,  5  Greenl.  185;  Hull  v.  Blake,  13  Mass.  155' 
Sweigart  v.  Berk,  8  Serg.  &  E.  305;  Bridge  v.  Sumner,  1  Pick.  371. 

'  Sanderson  v.  Nestor,  Ey.  &  M.  402;  Everett  v.  Youells,  3  B.  &  Ad.  349. 

"  GibbsD.  Ealph,  14  M.  &  W.  804. 

"  See  Gillespie  ?).  Russel,  3  Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  757;  Commis.  of  Leith 
Harbour  &  Docks  v.  Inspector  of  Poor,  1  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  Sc.  17. 
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trial  went  off  on  a  technical  defect,'  or  for  faults  in  the  pleadings,'' 
or  because  the  action  was  misconceived,'  or  because  the  debt  was 
not  then  due,*  or  because  of  a  temporary  disability  of  the  plaintiff 
to  sne,°  or  the  like. 

§  1720.  In  some  cases  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine  what  ^  1529 
constitutes  a  decision  upon  the  merits,  and  this  question  has  fre- 
quently been  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  cases  where 
appeals  against  orders  of  removals  have  been  allowed  by  the  Ses- 
sions.' Thus  much,  however,  is  clear  with  respect  to  this  par- 
ticular class  of  cases,  that  if  the  order  has  been  quashed  for  infor- 
mality,' or  because  the  pauper  was  not  chargeable*  or  removable' 
at  the  time  when  it  weds  made,  the  allowance  of  the  appeal  will  not 
preclude  the  respondent  parish  from  obtaining  a  second  order  of 
removal;  and  if  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  former  pro- 
ceedings, that  the  order  of  justices  was  quashed  "  not  on  the 
merits,"  parol  evidence  will  be  admissible  to  explain  the  particular 
ground  upon  which  it  was  quashed;'"  although  in  the  absence  of 
such  evidence,  the  court  will  presume,  that  the  order  of  Sessions 
for  quashing  it  was  an  adjudication  upon  the  settlement."  If  the 
Sessions,  in  quashing  an  order  of  removal,  make  an  entry  that  it  is 
quashed  "  not  on  the  merits,"  this  will  conclusively  prevent  the 
order  of  Sessions   from   operating    as   an   estoppel   between   the 

'  Lepping   v.  Kedgewin,    1  Mod.    207  ;    Lane  v.  Harrison,  6  Munf.   573  ; 
M'Donald  v.  Rainor,  8  Johns.  442. 
2  Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  831,  per  De  Grey,  C.  J.  ^  Id. 

*  New  Eng.  Bank  v.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  113. 

*  Dixon  V.  Sinclear,  4  Verm.  354. 

'  See  R.  V.  Lancashire,  3  Q.  B.  367;  R.  ■«.  Even  wood  Barony,  id.  370;  R.  v. 
Charlbury,  id.  378;  R.  v.  Kingsclere,  id.  388;  R.  v.  Perrenzabuloe,  id.  400; 
Ex  p.  Pontefract,  id.  391  ;  Ex  p.  Ackworth,  id.  397  ;  R.  v.  Clint,  11 
A.  &  E.  624;  R.  v.  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  7  Q.  B.  587;  2  Sess.  Cas.  36,  S.  C; 
R.  V.  Ellel,  7  Q.  B.  593;  3  Sess.  Cas.  39,  S.  C. 

'  R.  V.  Penge,  Nolan's  Rep.  176;  R.  v.  Cottingham,  2  A.  &  E.  250;  R.  v. 
Great  Bolton,  7  Q.  B.  387. 

«  Osgathorpe  v.  Diseworth,  2  Str.  1256  ;  Burr.  S.  C.  261,  S.  C. ;  R.  v. 
Wheelock,  5  B.  &  C.  511. 

'  R.  V.  "Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  526. 

'"  R.  V.  Wheelock,  5  B.  &  C.  511 ;  R.  v.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
526;  R.  V.  Widecombe  in  the  Moor,  2  Sess.  Cas.  539;  9  Q.  B.  894,  S.  C;  R. 
V.  Leeds,  9  Q.  B.  910;  R.  v.  Macclesfield,  13  B.  881. 

"  R.  V.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  535,  per  Parke,  J. ;  R.  v.  Yeoveley, 
8  A.  &  E.  806,  818,  per  Ld.  Denman. 
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parishes;  and,  consequently,  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  against 
a  subsequent  order  respecting  the  same  settlement,  the  appellants 
will  not  be  allowed  to  show  that  the  former  order  was,  in  fact, 
quashed  on  the  merits.'  The  mere  dismissal  of  an  application 
made  to  justices  out  of  Sessions  is  seldom,  if  ever, — unless  the 
case  be  goverened  by  some  special  statute,^ — regarded  as  a  final 
adjudication,  so  as  to  operate  as  a  bar  to  further  inquiry.' 

§  1721.  It  seems  almost  needless  to  observe,  that  a  party,  against  ?  1530 
whom  a  judgment  is  offered  in  evidence,  may  always  defeat  its 
effect  by  showing  that  it  has  been  reversed.*  This  rule  applies  to 
all  courts  alike,  and  therefore  the  title  of  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator may  be  successfully  disputed,  by  proof  that  the  probate  or 
letters  have  been  revoked.^  So,  if  a  prisoner  has  been  found  guilty 
upon  an  indictment,  which,  on  a  case  reserved  for  the  judges,  has 
been  pronounced  bad  in  law,  he  may  again  be  put  upon  his  trial  for 
the  same  offence,  because  he  has  never  yet  been  in  real  jeopardy.' 
It  is  not  equally  obvious,  though  the  law  on  the  subject  is  now 
settled,  that  the  pendency  of  proceedings  in  error  or  an  appeal  will 
not  prevent  the  judgment  from  operating  as  a  bar.'  It  follows 
a,  fortiori  from  th^s  rule,  that  no  objection  can  be  taken  to  the 
binding  effect  of  a  judgment  as  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the 
statement  of  claim  is  so  defective,  that  it  would  have  been  adjudged 
bad  had  the  point  of  law  been  raised  by  the  pleading.* 

§  1722.  J.n  BomQ  i&v!  cssQB^e  effect  of  a  judgment  will  materially  §1531 
vary,  according  as  it  has  been  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  one  or  the 
other  party.     Thus,  while  an  order  of  Sessions  confirming  an  order 
of  removal  is  conclusive  against  all  the  world,  that  the  pauper,  at 

'  E.  V.  St.  Anne,  Westminster,  2  Sess.  Cas.  525;  9  Q.  B.  878,  S.  C. 

^  As  to  the  effect  of  a  dismissal  of  an  information  by  a  court  dealing  sum- 
marily with  an  indictable  offence,  see  ante,  ?  1615. 

'  R.  V.  Machen,  14  Q.  B.  74;  R.  v.  Hutchins,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  300;  50  L. 
J.,  M.  C.  35,  S.  C.  per  Ct.  of  App.     See  post,  ?  1757. 

*  2  Smith,  L.  C.  659;  Hynde's  case,  4  Rep.  71,  b.  cited  in  Doe  v.  "Wright, 
10  A.  &  E.  775;  Nowlan  v.  Gibson,  12  Ir.  Law  R.  5;  R.  v.  Drury,  3  C  & 
Kir.  193;  Wood  v.  Jackson,  8  Wend.  9.  »  B.  N.  P.  247. 

«  R.  V.  Reader,  4  C.  &  P.  245;  cited  in  R.  v.  Bowman,  6  C.  &  P.  342. 
'  Doe  V.  Wright,  10  A.  &  E.  763,  783;   1    P.  &    D.  673,  S.  C;  Mun'roe  v. 
Pilkington,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  81;  2  B.  &S.  11,  S.  C,  nom.  Scott D.  Pilkington. 

*  Hughes  V.  Blake,  1  Mason,  515,  519,  per  Story,  J. 
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the  date  of  the  first  order,  was  settled  in  the  parish  to  which  he  was 
sent,  an  order  of  Sessions  quashing  an  order  of  removal  is  con- 
clusive between  the  contending  parties  alone,  and  that,  too,  only  as 
to  the  point  which  it  decides,  namely,  that  at  the  time  when  the 
order  of  removal  was  made,  the  appellant  parish  was  not  bound  to 
receive  the  pauper.'  Again,  if  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  be  in- 
dicted for  the  non-repair  of  a  road,  and  be  convicted,  this  will 
furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  their  liability  to  do  the  repairs,  in 
the  event  of  a  subsequent  indictment  being  brotight  against  them; 
but  an  acquital  on  such  an  indictment  will  not  establish  the  non- 
liability of  the  defendats,  because  it  might  have  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  road  was  not  out  of  repair,  and  thus,  the  question 
of  liability  might  not  have  been  decided.^  Whether  an  acquittal  on 
an  information  in  rem  on  the  Revenue  side  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division  will  be  conclusive  proof  of  the  illegality  of  the  seizure  as 
against  strangers,  in  the  same  way  as  a  judgment  of  condemnation 
is  conclusive  in  favour  of  its  legality,  may  admit  of  some  doubt. 
Lord  Kenyon  on  one  occasion  seems  to  have  considered  that  it  was 
conclusive,^  but  the  point  has  never  been  expressly  determined; 
and  as  an  acquittal  does  not,  like  a  conviction,  ascertain  any  precise 
fact,  but  may  be  occasioned  by  the  laches  of  the  prosecutor,  it 
certainly  seems  reasonable  to  contend  that  strangers  should  not 
thereby  be  conclusively  bound.* 


§  1723.  In  Day  v.  Spread,'  an  action  was  brought  in  Ireland  for  §  1532 
necessaries  supplied  to  the  defendant's  wife,'  while  living  separate 
from  her  husband.  In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  witnesses 
were  called  to  prove  that  the  separation  was  justifiable  on  the  wife's 
part,  as  it  was  owing  tothe  cruel  and  violent  treatment  of  her  hus- 
band. In  order  to  rebut  this  case,  and  also  to  prove  that  the  wife 
had  been  guilty  of  adultery,  the  defendant  tendered  in  evidence  a 
sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  dismissing  a  suit  instituted  by 


*  E.   v.  Wick  St.   Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.   533,  per  Ld.   Denman;  535,  per 
Parke,  J.;  Heston  v.  St.  Bride,  22  L.  J.,  M.  C.  65;  1  E.  &  B.  583,  S.  C. 

'  E.  V.St.  Pancras,  Pea.  E.  220,  221;  E.  v.  Haughton,  1  E.  &  B.  501,  514; 
E.  V.  Nether  Hallam,  6  Cox,  435. 
8  Cooke  V.  Sholl,  5  T.  E.  256. 

*  B.  N.  P.  245;  2  Ph.  Ev.  38,  39.  '  Jebb  &  B.  163. 
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the  wife  against  her  husband  for  a  divorce  on  acconnt  of  cruelty,  in 
which  suit  the  husband  had  made  a  counter  allegation  of  adultery. 
The  majority  of  the  judges  held,  that  this  evidence  was  admissible, 
though  Mr.  Justice  Perrin,  in  an  able  judgment,  advanced  a  con- 
trary opinion;  but  the  whole  court  considered,  that,  if  received  at 
all.  it  was  entitled  to  very  little  Weight;  whereas,  had  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court  divorced  the  parties,  its  sentence  would,  doubtless, 
have  been  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 


§  1724.  With  regard  to  foreign  judgments, — which  term  includes  §  1533 
judgments,  decrees,  and  other  adjudications,  whether  strictly  of 
record  or  not,  emanating  from  Irish,  Scotch,  colonial,  or  foreign 
tribunals,'— their  admissibility  and  effect  in  English  courts  will  be 
found  to  depend  on  rules,  which  in  many  respects  are  similar  to 
those  that  apply  to  home  judgments.  For  instance,  they  are 
always  admissible,  whether  for  or  against  strangers  or  parties,  in 
proof  of  their  existence;'' — they  are  divisible  into  judgments  in 
rem  and  judgments  inter  partes,  the  former  being  evidence  of  the 
facts  adjudicated  as  against  all  the  world,  the  latter  being  only 
admissible  for  and  against  parties  and  privies;^ — they  furnish  no 
evidence  whatever  of  matters  collaterally  or  incidentally  noticed  in 
them,  still  less  of  matters  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  them;* 
— they  must,  in  order  to  be  received,  finally  determine  the  points  in 
dispute,  and  be  adjudications  upon  the  actual  merits;  ^ — and  they  are 
open  to  be  impeached  on  the  ground,  either  of  fraud  ^  or  collusion,' 

1  Houlditch  V.  M.  of  Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  E.  337,  338,  per  Ld.  Brougham; 
2  CI.  &  Fin.  476,  477,  S.  C;  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11  A.  &  E.  179;  3  P.  &  D. 
143,  S.  C;  Harris  v.  Saunders,  4  B.  &  C.  411;  6  D.  &  R.  471,  S.  C,  as  to 
Irish  judgments;  Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  882;  2  Scott,  N.  R. 
138,  S.  C;  Russell  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  "W.  810,  as  to  Scotch  judgments; 
Henderson  v.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  288;  11  Q.  B.  1015,  S.  C;  as  to  colonial 
decrees. 

2  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  Sel.  20;  ante,  §  1667. 

"  Ante,  ?  1673.  *  Ante,  ?  1711. 

5  Plummer  v.  "Woodburn,  4  B.  &  C.  625;  7  D.  &  R.  25,  S.  C;  Smith  1;. 
NicoUs,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  222,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Sadler  v.  Robins,  1  Camp.  253; 
Garcias  v.  Ricardo,  14  Sim.  265;  Ricardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368. 

^  Oehsenbein  v.  Papelier,  8  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  695;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  ^61,  S. 
C;  Ahouloff  II.  Oppenheimer,  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  1;  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  295,  per 
Ct  of  App.  S.  C. 

'  Price  V.  Dewhurst,  8.  Sim.  302—309,  per  Shadwell,  V.-C. ;  4  Myl.  &  Or. 
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or  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  whether  over  the  cause,  over  the  subject- 
matter,  or  over  the  parties." 


§  1725.  The  subject  of  jurisdiction  deserves  further  notice;  and  §  1534 
here  it  may  first  be  observed,  that  the  courts  of  this  country  will 
so  far  presume  that  a  foreign  tribunal  has  acted  within  the  limits  of 
its  authority,  and  that  its  proceedings  are  regular,  that,  if  an  action 
be  brought  upon  a  foreign  judgment,  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  in 
his  statement  of  claim,  either  that  the  foreign  court  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  parties  or  the  cause,^  or  that  the  proceedings  had  been 
properly  conducted.'  It  seems,  however,  to  be  still  necessary  for  a 
defendant  to  state  these  particulars,  when  he  pleads  such  judgment 
by  way  of  estoppel  or  of  justification.*  Next,  althoTigh  it  will 
scarcely  be  expected  in  a  work  like  the  present,  that  all  the  cases 
should  be  noticed,  in  which  foreign  judgments  have  been  rejected  as 
having  emanated  from  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction,  it  may  be 
useful  to  refer  to  a  few  leading  decisions  on  the  subject.  Thus, 
sentences  of  foreign  prize  courts  have  repeatedly  been  he!(d  invalid 
by  English  judges,  as  being  pronounced  by  a  court  having  no  juris- 
diction, when  it  appeared  that  the  court  had  sate  in  a  neutral 
country  under  a  commission  from  a  belligerent  power; '  and  for 
this  purpose  a  country  has  been  considered  neutral,  where  its  inde- 
pendence was  in  form  only  preserved,  the  belligerent  having  poured 
into  it  such  a  body  of  troops,  as  in  reality  to  possess  the  sovereign 
authority.^ 


85,  per  Ld.  Cottenham,  S.  C,  on  appeal;  Don  v.  Lippmann,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  20, 
per  Ld.  Brougham;  Magoun  v.  N.  Engl.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Story,  E.  157;  Brad- 
street  V.  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600. 

'  Price  V.  Dewhurst,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  85,  per  Ld.  Cottenham;  Rose  v.  Himely, 
4  Cranch,  269,  270,  per  Marshall,  C.  J. 

=  Robertson  v.  Struth,  5  Q.  B.  941. 

«  Cowan  V.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  882,  892,  895,  per  Manle,  J. ;  2  Scott, 
N.  R.  138,  S.  C. 

*  CoUett  V.  Ld.  Keith,  2  East,  260;  Gen.  St.  Navig.  Co.  v.  Guillou,  11  M. 
&  W.  877,  894.     See  Ricardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  377,  378,  381. 

*  The  Flad  Oyen,  8  T.  E.  270,  n.  by  Sir  W.  Scott;  Havelock  v.  Eockwood, 
8  T.  E.  276.  These  cases  virtually  overrule  a  doubt  thrown  out  by  Ld. 
Kenyon  in  Smith  v.  Surridge,  4  Esp.  26,  27. 

^  Donaldson  v.  Thompson,  1  Camp.  429,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough.     . 
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§  1726.  Again,  it  is  decided  that  no  foreign  court  has  power,  so  §  1535 
far  as  any  consequences  in  England  are  concerned,  to  annul  a 
marriage  solemnized  in  England  between  English  subjects;  '  at 
least,  if  at  the  date  of  the  divorce  h.  vinculo,  the  parties  were  not 
bona  fide  domiciled  in  the  foreign  state.^  But  if  parties,  domiciled 
in  Scotland,  be  married  in  England,  they  may  legally  be  divorced 
by  a  Scotch  court;  and  such  divorce  will  be  recognised  as  valid  in 
England,  though  the  woman  prior  to  the  wedding  may  have  been 
an  English  subject,  and  the  grounds  on  which  her  divorce  rested 
may  have  been  such  as  in  England  would  not  justify  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  nuptials.'  Whether  the  judgment  of  a  foreign  country 
on  the  validity  of  a  marriage,  which  has  been  celebrated,  either 
.within  its  territories  between  parties  who  are  not  subjects ,  of  that 
country,  or  beyond  its  territories  between  parties,  one  or  both  of 
whom  are  natives  of  some  other  foreign  state,  would  be  binding 
upon  our  courts,  is  also  an  undetermined  and  difficult  question, 
which  depends  upon  principles  of  international  law  respecting  juris- 
diction, that  are  not  yet  definitely  settled.*  On  principle,  however, 
it  seems  clear,  that  such  a  judgment  should  be  either  wholly  in- 
admissible, or  conclusive,  in  our  courts,  according  as  it  should  appear 
to  have  been  pronounced  by  a  tribunal  not  having,  or  having,  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter.^     And  the  same  doctrine  would 

1  E.  Lolley,  E.  &  E.  237;  Briggs  v.  Briggs,  L.  E.j  5  Pr.  D.  163;  Tovey 
V.  Lindsay,  1  Dow,  117;  In  re  Wilson's  Trusts,  1  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  247;  35 L. 
J.,  Ch.  243,  S.  C.     See  Harvey  v.  Farnie,  L.  E.,  5  Pr.  D.  153. 

2  Conway  ».  Beazley,  3  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  639,  645—647,  653,  per  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton;  Tollemache  v.  Tollemaohe,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  113;  Eobins  v.  Dolphin, 
27  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  24;  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  37,  S.  C;  Dolphin  v.  Eobins,  29 
L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  11,  in  Dom.  Proc;  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  390,  S.  C;  3  Macq.  Sc. 
Cas.  H.  of  L.  563,  S.  C;  Shaw  v.  Gould',  3  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  55;  37  L.  J., 
Ch.  433,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  S.  C. ;  Dorsey  v.  Dorsey,  7  Watts,  350,  per  Gibson, 
C.  J. ;  Story,  Confl.  ?  230  a. 

»  Harvey  v.  Farnie,  L.  E.,  5  Pr.  D.  153;  aff.  on  app.  L.  E.,  6  P.  D.  35; 
50  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  17,  S.  C;  and  in  Dom.  Proc,  L.  E.,  8  App.  Cas.  43; 
52  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  D.  33.  This  case  overrules  M'Carthy  v.  De  Caix,  2  Euss.  & 
Myl.  614;  3  Hagg.  Ec.  Eep.  642,  n.;  2  CI.  &  Fin.  568,  n.  S.  C.  See  War- 
render  V.  Warrender,  9  Bligh,  89;  2  CI.  &  Fin.  488,  540,  541,  558,  S.  C;  and 
Geils  V.  Gfjils,  1  Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  255. 

'  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  297,  per  L.  Stowell.  See  Connelly  v. 
Connelly,  2  Eoberts.  202. 

'  See  Doglioni  «.  Crespin,  35  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  129,  in  Dom.  Proc;  1  Law 
Eep.,  H.  L.,  301,  S.  C. 
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equally  apply  to  judgmeats  of  divorce  pronounced  by  the  court  of  a, 
foreign  country,  when  the  marriage  had  not  been  celebrated,  and 
the  parties  were  not  domiciled,  in  that  country.' 

§  1727.  "With  respect  to  judgments  inter  partes,  a  doubt  has  I  1536 
been  entertained  as  to  •whether  a  foreign  court  can  exercise  any 
jurisdiction  over  real  property  situate  in  another  country.  It 
clearly  cannot  do  so  immediately,  because  its  judgment  cannot 
directly  bind  the  landf  and,  consequently,  where  the  Court  Of 
Chancery  in  Ireland,  after  verdict  upon  an  issue  devisavit  vel  non, 
had  decreed  that  the  instrument  set  up  as  a  will  was  not  an 
operative  devise  of  certain  Irish  estates,  it  was  held  that  this  decree 
could  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  suit  between  the  same  parties  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  which  had  been  instituted  by 
the  devisee  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  will,  so  far  as  it  re- 
lated to  some  English  property.'  Still,  a  foreign  court  may,  as  it 
seems,  indirectly,  affect  land  in  this  country  by  acting  in  personam, 
that  is,  through  the  medium  of  its  power  over  the  person  entitled 
to  the  property;  and  therefore,  if  an  Irish,  colonial,  or  foreign  court 
were,  by  a  valid  decree,  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  this  country,  the 
party,  on  whose  behalf  the  appointment  was  made,  might  probably, 
by  action  in  the  English  Chancery  Division,  get  his  foreign  dedtee 
carried  into  execution.  At  least,  the  converse  of  the  above  rule 
was,  a  few  years  back,  solemnly  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords.* 

§  1728.  Questions  of  jurisdiction  have  also  frequently  arisen,  §  1537 
where  the  party,  seeking  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a  foreign  judgment, 
has  pleaded,  with  more  or  less  particularity,  that  he  was  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  proceedings  against  him,  either  resident  within  the  terri- 
tories of  the  foreign  state,  or  the  subject  of  such  state;  and  here  the 
rules,  as  far  as  they  can  be  collected  from  the  cases,  appear  to  be 
these;  first,  that  the  statement  of  defence  must  contain  every  allega- 
tion which  is  necessary  to  render  the  judgment  invalid,  and  must, 


1  See  Story,  Confl.  §  203,  et  seq. 
'  Burnham  v.  Webster,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  176. 
'  Boyse  «.  Colclough,  1  Kay  &  J.  124,  per  Wood,  V.-C. 
*  Houlditch  V.  Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  301,  343—345,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  2 
Ca.   &  Fin.  470,  479—481  ;  Lloyd  &  G.  82,  S.  C. 
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in  short,  be  good  in  omnibus; '  and  next,  that  among  the  necessary 
allegations  must  be  included  averments,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
a  subject  of  the  foreign  state,  or  resident,  or  even  present,  in  it,  at 
the  time  when  the  proceedings  were  instituted,  so  that  he  could 
not  be  bound,  by  reason  of  allegiance,  or  domicil,  or  temporary  pre- 
sence, by  the  decision  of  its  courts;^  and  further,  that  he  was  not 
the  owner  of  real  propety  in  such  state,  for  otherwise,  since  his 
property  would  be  under  the  protection  of  its  laws,  he  might  be 
considered  as  virtually  present,  though  really  absent.''  Moreover, 
it  will  generally  be  advisable,  if  not  necessary,  to  add,  that  the 
defendant  has  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  proceedings.* 

§  1729.  Besides  the  rules  already  stated,^  which  are  common  to  i  1538 
foreign  and  domestic  judgments,  others  may  be  cited,  which,  if  not 
exclusively  applicable  to  foreign  adjudications,  are  at  least  far  more 
frequently  applied  to  them  than  to  the  decisions  of  our  own  courts. 
For  instance,  if  it  be  apparent  upon  the  face  o:^  the  proceedings,  or 
can  be  made  so  by  extrinsic  proof,  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  con- 
trary to  the  law  of  nations,*  or  is  repugnant  to  natural  justice,'  or 
is  founded  on  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  Court's  jurisdiction,'  or  is 

1  Cowan  V.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  882;  2  Scott,  N.  E.  138,  S.  C; 
Becquet  v.  MacCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  951 ;  explained  in  Don  v.  Lippmann,  5  CI. 
&  Fin.  21,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  Manbourquet  v.  Wyse,  I.  E.,  1  C.  L.  471, 
per  Ex. 

2  Gen.  St.  Navig.  Co.  v.  Guillou,  11  M.  &  "W.  894;  Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1 
M.  &  Gr.  892,  893,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Eussell  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  W.  810; 
Eeynolds  v.  Fenton,  3  Com.  B.  187;  Eousillon  v.  Eousillon,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  338, 
per  Fry,  J.;  L.  E.,  5  Ch.  D.  351,  S.  C. 

"  Cowan  J).  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  882;  2  Scott,  N.  E.  138,  S.  C;  Douglas' 
V.  Forrest,  4  Bing.  686,  701—703;  1  M.  &  P.  663,  S.  C. 

*  Cowan  V.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  893;  see  Maubourquet  u.  Wyse,  I.  E.,  1 
C.  L.  471,  per  Ex.  ^  Ante,  J  1724. 

"  Baring  v.  Clagett,  3  B.  &  P.  215,  per  Ld.  Alvanley;  "Wolff  si.  Oxholm,  6  M. 
&  Sel.  92;  Simpson  v.  Fogo,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  18;  32  L.  J.,  Ch.  249;  and  1  Hem. 
&  M.  195,  S.  C,  in  a  subsequent  stage. 

'  Ferguson  o.  Mahon,  H  A.  &  E.  181,  per  Ld.  Denman,  citing  Becquet  v. 
MacCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  951 ;  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  298  per  Ld. 
Denman;  Buchanan  t).  Eucker,  1  Camp.  63,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  9  East,  192, 
.  S.  C. ;  Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  895,  per  Maule,  J. ;  Sims  «.  Thomas,  3 
Ir.  Law  E.  417.  per  Brady,  C.  J.;  Messina  v.  Petrococchino,  4  Law  Eep.,  P.  C. 
144,  157;  8  Moo.  P.  C,  N.  S,  375,  S.  C. 

»  Schibsby  v.  Westenholz.  40  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  73;  6  Law  Eep.,  Q.  E.  155,  S.  C; 
Novelli  V.  Eossi,  2  B.  &  Ad.  757;  S.  C.  more  Ml,  9  L.  J.,  K.  B.  307  (O.  S.); 
as  explained  in  Castrique  v.  Imrie,  39  L.  J.,  C.  P.  358,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  in 
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obviously  or  admittedly'  opposed  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  it 
was  pronounced,^  or  is  so  grossly  defective  as  to  render  it  doubtful 
what  point,  if  any,  was  actually  determined,'  or  is  manifestly  erro- 
neous, as  professing  to  be  made  upon  particular  grounds,  which 
plainly  do  not  warrant  the  decision,*  its  effect  as  evidence  will  be 
wholly  neutralised. 

§  1730.  In  stating  that  foreign  judgments,  when  repugnant  to  g  1539 
natural  justice,  will  be  disregarded  in  English  courts,  vague  lan- 
guage is  undoubtedly  used;  and  it  may  be  thought  by  those  who 
are  inclined  to  be  censorious,  that  the  frequent  allusion  to  this 
rule  by  our  judges  savours  slightly  of  a  Chinese  contempt  for 
"  outside  barbarians."  Still,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  rule,  in 
some  cases,  has  been  productive  of  much  good;  as,  for  instance,  in 
Price  V.  Dewhurst,*  where  a  judgment  pronounced  in  the  Danish 
island  of  St.  Croix  was  disregarded  in  our  courts,  it  appearing  that 
one  of  the  litigating  parties  had  himself  acted  as  the  judge,  and 
had  decided  the  question  in  dispute  in  his  own  favour.  So,  it  has 
several  times  been  held,  both  in  England  and  America,  that  a 
defendant  may  defeat  the  effect  of  a  foreign  judgment  by  pleading 
and  proving,  that  in  the  court  from  which  it  proceeded  no  suit  can 
be  instituted  without  issuing  process,  and  yet  that  he  was  never 
arrested,  or  served  with,  or  had  notice  or  knowledge  of,  any  process 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  cause  of  action  upon  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered,  and  that  he  had  never  appeared  thereto; 
for  the  common  justice  of  all  nations  requires  that  no  condemna- 
tion should  be  pronounced  behind  the  back  of  a  man,'  who  has  had 

answer  to  the  House  of  Lords.  See,  also,  Goddard  v.  Gray,  40  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  62; 
6  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  139,  S.  C,  where  the  court  held  that  a  foreign  judgment 
could  not  be  impugned  on  the  ground  that  it  proceeded  on  a  mistake  as  to 
English  law. 

1  Meyer  v.  Ealli,  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  D.  358;  45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  741,  S.  C. 

^  Sims  V.  Thomas,  3  Ir.  Law  E.  415. 

»  Ohicini  v.  Bligh,  8  Bing.  335;  1  M.  &  So.  477,  S.  C. 

*  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  7  T.  E.  523;  Pollard  v.  Bell,  8  T.  E.  434;  Eeimers  v. 
Druce,  26  L.  J.,  Ch.  196,  199,  pfer  Eomilly,  M.  E.;  23  Beav.  145,  150,  154, 
S.  C;  Simpson  v.  Fogo,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  18;  1  Hem.  &  M.  195;  32  L.  J., 
Ch.  249,  S.  C;  Messina  v.  Petrococchino,  4  Law  Eep.,  P.  C.  144,  157;  8  Moo. 
P.  C.  N.  S.  375,  S.  C. 

'  8  Sim.  279,  305,  306;  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  76,  85,  S.  C.  See  Gd.  Junct.  Can.  Co. 
V.  Bimes,  12  Beav.  63;  2  Hall  &  T.  92;  2  M.  &  Gord.  285,  S.  C. 

^  Where  a  man  had  been  expelled  from  a  club  without  being  heard  in  his 
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no  opportTinity  to  appear  and  defend  his  interest,  either  personally 
or  by  his  proper  representatives.' 

§  1731.  The  defendant,  however,  in  framing  such  a  statement  ?  154C 
of  defence,  must  carefully  negative  every  combination  of  facts  on 
which  the  judgment  can  be  supported;  and  therefore,  if  he  merely 
deny  that  he  has  had  notice  of  any  process,  and  do  not  allege,  that 
without  process  the  suit  in  a  foreign  court  would  be  a  nullity,  his 
statement  will  be  bad  in  point  of  law ;  unless,  perhaps,  in  the  event  of 
its  containing  a  distinct  averment,  that  he  has  had  no  notice  or  know- 
ledge whatever  of  the  suit'  In  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,'  the  plea,  indeed, 
was  held  good,  though  it  merely  denied  a  notice  of  process ;  but  that 

own  defence,  the  court,  considering  that  the  committee  of  the  club  had  been 
exercising  quasi-judicial  functions  improperly,  declared  their  resolution  void, 
and  granted  an  injunction.  Fisher  v:  Keane,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  11,  per  Jessel, 
M.  E.     See,  also,  Dawkinsu.  Antrobus,  L.  E.,  17  Ch.  D.  645. 

1  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11  A.  &  E.  179;  3  P.  &  D.  143,  S.  C;  Buchanan 
V.  Eucker,  1  Camp.  63;  9  East,  192,  S.  C. ;  Cavan  v.  Stewart,  1  Stark.  E. 
525;  Houlditoh  v.  Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  338,  339,  per  Ld.  Brougham; 
E.  u  Abp.  of  Canterbury,  28  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  154,  159;  Valine  v.  Dumerque,  4  Ex. 
E.  290;  In  re  Brook  &  Delcomyn,  16  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  403;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  246, 
S.  C;  Copin  v.  Adamson,  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  161;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  345,  S.  C;  45 
L.  J.,  Ex.  15  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Law  Eep.,  1  Ex.  D.  17,  S.  C;  Story, 
Coufl.  §  592;  Sawyer  v.  Maine  Fire  &  Mar.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mass.  291;  Bradstreet 
V.  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600;  Magounu.  New  Eng.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Story,  E. 
157;  Eangeloy  v.  Webster,  11  New  Hamp.  299,  recognised  in  Burnham  v. 
"Webstev,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  178.  In  Dr.  Beutley's  case.  Post.  C.  L.  202;  1  Str. 
557;  Andr.  176;  2  Ld.  Eay.  1334,  S.  C,  Foster,  J.,  refers  to  a  very  old  pre- 
cedent in  support  of  this  doctrine.  ' '  I  have  heard  it  observed  by  a  very  learned 
man,"  says  he,  "that  even  God  himself  did  not  pass  sentence  upon  Adam, 
before  he  was  called  upon  to  make  his  defence.  '  Adam,'  says  God,  'where  art 
thou?  Hast  thou  eaten  of  the  tree  whereof  I  commanded  thee  that  thou 
shouldst  not  eat?'  And  the  same  question  was  put  to  Eve  also."  The  above 
passage,  though  somewhat  irreverent,  appears  to  be  in  favour  with  the  judges. 
It  was  cited  with  approbation  by  Maule,  J.,  in  Abley  v.  Dale,  10  Com.  B.  71, 
72;  and  by  Byles,  J.,  in  Cooper  v.  Wands.  Bd.  of  Works,  32  L.  J.,  C.  P.  188; 
14  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  195,  S.  C.  Yet,  oddly  enough,  it  is  an  authority  not 
strictly  in  point;  for  though  our  first  parents  were  certainly  asked  what  they 
had  to  say  why  judgment  should  not  pass  against  them,  the  same  question 
was  as  certainly  not  put  to  the  serpent;  and  as  he  was  at  thai  time  endowed 
with  miraculous  powers  of  speech,  it  seems  strange  that,  before  he  was 
"cursed  above  all  cattle,"  and  was  sentenced  to  "  go  upon  his  belly,  and  eat 
dust,"  he  was  not  asked  whether  he  had  really  "beguiled  Eve,"  and  if  so,  for 
what  cause. 

'■'  Eeynolds  v.  Fenton,  3  Com.  B.  187;  Sheehy  v.  The  Profess.  Life  Assur. 
Co.,   13  Com.  B.  787;  Maubourquet  v.  Wyse,  I.  E.,  1  C.  L.  471,  per  Ex. 

»  11  A.  &  E.  179;  3  P.  &  D.  143,  S.  C. 
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case,  which  was  an  action  on  an  Irish  judgment,  can  only  be  sus- 
tained, if  at  all,'  on  the  ground  that  an  English  Court  will  judicially 
recognise  the  fact  that  an  action  must  be  commenced  by  process  in 
Ireland.^  Other  cases  connected  with  this  subject  have  already 
been  referred  to,  while  treating  of  the  want  of  jurisdiction.* 

§  1732.  The  most  difficult  point  connected  with  foreign  judg-  ?  1541 
ments  is,  to  determine  when  they  are  conclusive,  and  when  they  are 
merely  prima /acie  evidence  of  the  facts  adjudicated  by  them;  and 
here  it  will  be  convenient  to  consider  the  subject  as  it  relates,  first, 
to  judgments  in  rem;  next,  to  judgments  inter  partes,  when  they 
are  set  up  by  way  of  defence  to  a  suit  in  a  domestic  tribunal ;  and 
lastly,  to  such  judgments,  when  they  are  sought  to  be  enforced  in 
our  own  courts  against  the  original  defendant,  or  his  estate. 

§  1733.  And  first,  as  to  foreign  judgments  in  rem.  The  most  2  1542 
important  of  these  are  the  sentences  of  condemnation  by  foreign 
Courts  of  Admiralty  on  questions  of  prize;  and  here,  although 
Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Ellenborough  were  wont  to  say  that  the 
practice  of  receiving  them  at  all  in  evidence  rested  upon  an  over- 
strained comity,  and  was  often  productive  of  cruel  injustice,*  it  is 
now  too  late  to  dispute  the  rule,  that  provided  such  sentences  are 
not  impeachable  upon  some  one  of  the  grounds  before  stated,'  they 
will  be  conclusive  against  all  persons,  and  in  all  countries,  as  to  the 
fact  upon  which  the  condemnation  proceeded,  where  such  fact  is 
stated  on  the  face  of  the  sentence,  free  from  ambiguity.^  At  the 
same  time  it  is  equally  clear,  that  the  ground  of  condemnation  may 
etill  be  contested  in  an  English  court  of  law,  when  the  language 
of  the  sentence,  by  setting  out  several  reasons  for  the  judgment, 
leaves  it  uncertain  whether  the  ship  was  condemned  upon  a  ground 
which  wotild  warrant  its  condemnation  by  the  law  of  nations,  or 

>  Sheehy  i>.  The  Profess.  Life  Assur.  Co.,  13  Com.  B.  787. 

^  Eeyuolds  v.  Fenton,  3  Com.  B.  191,  per  Maule,  J. 

5  Ante,  U  1725,  1728. 

*  Fisher  ■k.  Ogle,  1  Camp.  419,  420;  Donaldson  v.  Thompson,  id.  432. 

^  Ante,  ??  1724,  1725,  1729. 

^  Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  504,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Bolton  v.  Gladstone, 
5  East,  160,  perLd.  Ellenborough;  Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  B.  &  P.  499,  517, 
per  Le  Blanc,  J. ;  Kindersley  v.  Chase,  2  Park,  Ins.  743 — 7S2.  See  Cammell 
V.  Sewell,  3  H.  &  N.  617,  646;  5  H.  &  N.  742,  S.  C. 
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upon  another  ground,  which  amounts  only  to  a  breach  of  the  muni- 
cipal regulations  of  the  condemning  country,' 

§  1734.  Whether  a  sentence,  which,  without  stating  any  ground  §  1543, 
of  decision,  should  condemn  a  vessel  as  lawful  prize,  would  be  con- 
clusively presumed  to  have  been  pronounced  on  some  just  ground, 
is  a  question  of  doubt.  Lord  Mansfield,  and  several  other  eminent 
judges  of  the  last  century,  entertained  an  opinion  in  favour  of  its 
conclusive  character;^  but  this  doctrine  has  since  been  much 
shaken;  and  in  a  case  of  some  importance  Chief  Justice  Tindal  has 
not  hesitated  to  declare,  that,  in  order  to  bind  strangers,  the  ground 
of  the  decision  must  appear  clearly  upon  the  face  of  the  sentence, 
and  that  it  will  not  suffice  for  it  to  be  collected  by  inference  only.' 
Perhaps,  the  safest  rule  on  the  subject  would  amount  to  no  more 
than  this;  that  if,  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  con- 
taining a  warranty  of  neutrality,  the  underwriter  were  to  rely  upon 
a  general  sentence  of  condemnation,  the  assured  might  still  show 
that  in  fact  the  judgment  had  proceeded  upon  some  ground  other  . 
than  that  of  infraction  of  neutrality;*  although,  in  the  absence 
of  such  proof,  the  court  would  certainly  feel  bound  to  pronounce 
that  the  ship  was  condemned  as  enemies'  property.' 

§  1735.  Another  important  class  of  foreign  judgments  in  rem   I  1544 
consists  of  sentences  concerning  marriage,  and  sentences  of  divorce.^ 
These,  when  pronounced  in  the  country  where  the  marriage  was 
solemnized,  and  the  parties  are  domiciled,  will  be  regarded  in  the 

1  Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  495,  504;  5  M.  &  P.  407,  S.  C;  Hobbs  v. 
Henning,  17  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  791;  34  L.  J.,  C.  P.  117,  S.  C;  Bernardi  v.  Mot- 
tenx,  2  Doug.  575;  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  7  T.  E.  523;  Baring  -v.  Clagett,  3  B.  & 
P.  215. 

^  Saloucci  V.  "Woodmass,  2  Park,  Ins.  727,  per  Ld.  Mansfield;  recognised 
by  Ld.  Alvanley  in  Baring  v.  Clagett,  3  B.  &  P.  215;  and  by  Lawrence,  J., 
in  Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  B.  &  P.  527;  Pollard  v.  Bell,  8  T.  E.  438,  per' 
Grose,  J. ;  444,   per  Le  Blanc,  J. 

'  Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  504;  Fisher  v.  Ogle,  1  Camp.  418,  per  Ld. 
Ellenborough.  ■■  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  7  T.  E.  527,  per  Lawrence,  J. 

^  For  American  authorities  respecting  proceedings  in  rem  in  foreign  courts 
of  Admiralty,  see  Croudson  v.  Leonard,  4  Ci-anch,  434;  'Williams  v.  Armroyd, 
7  Cranch,  423;  Hudson  v.  Guestier,  4  Cranoh,  293;  The  Mary,  9  Cranch,  126, 
142—146;  Bradstreet?).  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumn.  600;  Grant  v.  M'Lachlin, 
4  Johns.  34;  Burnham  v.  Webster,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  176. 

*  The  whole  subject  of  foreign  divorce  is  ably  discussed  in  Story,  Confl. 
U  200—230  b. 
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courts  of  England  as  conclusive  of  the  facts  adjudicated,  unless  they 
be  open  to  some  of  the  objecticns  before  stated;'  for  otherwise,  as 
Lord  Hardwicke  once  observed,  "the 'right  of  mankind  would  be 
very  precarious."^ 


§  1736.  Foreign  jurists  strongly  contend,  that  a  similar  doctrine  ?  1545 
should  prevail  in  favour  of  all  judgments  in  rem;  and,  consequently, 
that  the  decree  of  a  foreign  court,  declaring  the  status  of  a  person, 
and  placing  him,  as  an  idiot,  or  a  minor,  or  prodigal,  under 
guardianship,  should  be  deemed  of  -universal  authority  and  obliga- 
tion. So  it  doubtless  would  be  deemed,  in  regard  to  all  acts  done 
within  the  territories  of  the  sovereign  whose  tribunal  pronounced 
the  sentence.  But,  in  this  country,  as  also  in  America,  the  rights 
and  powers  of  guardians  are  considered  as  strictly  local ;  and  no 
guardian  is  here  admitted  to  have  any  right  to  receive  the  profits,  or 
to  assume  the  possession,  of  the  real  estate  of  his  ward,  or  to  control 
his  person,  or  to  maintain  any  action  for  his  personalty,  without  having 
received  a  due  appointment  from  the  proper  English  authority. '^ 

§  1737.  The  decisions  of  foreign  courts  of  bankruptcy  and  insol-  I  1546 
vency  may  be  placed  in  the  same  category  with  decrees  appointing 
guardians;  and,  therefore,  although  the  discharge  of  a  debtor  under 
the  bankrupt  or  insolvent  laws  of  a  foreign  State  will  so  far  be  re- 
cognised in  this  country,  that  it  will  be  held  of  binding  authority 
with  reppect  to  all  contracts  made  in  such  State,  it  cannot  be  here 

1  Ante,  U  1724,  1725,  1729. 

^  Eoach  V.  Garvan,  1  Ves.  Sen.  159;  Ex.  p.  Cottington,  2  Swanst.  ,S26,  n.; 
S.  C,  cited  in  Boucher  v.  Lawson,  Cas.  temp.  Hard.  9;  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1 
Hagg.  Cons.  297. 

»  Dawson  o.  Jay,  2  Sm.  &  Gif.  199;  Ex  p.  Watkins,  2  Yes.  Sen.  470  a; 
Story,  Confl.  U  499,  504,  504  a,  594;  Morrell  v.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch.  E.  153; 
Kraft  V.  Wickey,  4  Gill  &  J.  332,  340,  341.  See,  however,  Grimwood  v. 
Bartels,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  788,  where  Hall,  V.-C,  allowed  a  foreign  curator  ad 
bona  of  a  lunatic  to  receive  the  income  derivable  from  the  lunatic's  real 
estate  in  this  country,  though  he  would  not  allow  the  estate  itself  to  be  con- 
veyed to  him.  See,  also,  In  re  Gamier,  13  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  532,  per  Malins, 
V.-C;  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  419,  S.  C,  and  Scott  v.  Bentley,  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  244;  1 
Kay  &  J.  281,  S.  C,  where  Wood,  V.-C, — apparently  misled  by  an  erroneous 
reference,  see  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  789, — held,  that  a  curator  bonis  of  a  luntic's 
estate  appointed  by  a  Scotch  court  might  sue  in  England  for  debts  due  to 
the  lunatic.     Therefore  quaere. 
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pleaded  in  bar  to  any  action,  which  is  brought  on  a  contract  made 
or  to  be  performed  elsewhere." 

§  1738.  The  same  rule  is  also  applied  to  the  ease  of  executors  g  1547 
and  administrators;  and  it  is  now  clearly  established,  that,  in 
order  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  any  court  of  England,  in  respect  of  the 
personal  rights  or  property  of  a  testator  or  intestate,  the  plaintiff,^ 
or  defendant,'  as  the  case  may  be,  must  appear  to  have  obtained  a 
probate,  or  letters  of  administration,  in  the  proper  court  of  this 
country.  A  foreign  probate  or  letters,  granted  by  the  court  of  the 
country  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled,  may  be  brought  under  the 
notice  of  the  English  Court  of  Probate,  with  the  view  of  inducing 
that  tribunal  to  clothe  the  foreign  executor  or  administrator  with 
proper  English  powers;*  but  until  he  be  so  clothed,  he  cannot  sue 
in  this  country;  and  when  he  is  so  clothed,  he  may  sue  without 
showing,  in  addition  to  his  Eugtish  title,  that  any  probate  or  letters 
have  been  granted  to  him  by  a  foreign  court.^  If,  indeed,  an 
executor  or  administrator,  under  a  valid  foreign  probate  or  grant,  has 
received  a  debt  due  to  the  deceased  in  the  foreign  country,  and 
given  a  release  for  it,  this  will  be  a  bar  to  any  demand  against  the 
debtor  on  the  part  of  an  executor  or  administrator  appointed  in 
England;  and  to  this  extent,  and  for  this  purpose  only,'  the 
English  tribunals  will  recognise  and  give  effect  to  foreign  probates 
and  grants.' 

§  1739.  Next,  as  to  foreign  judgments  inter  partes,  when  they   ?  1548 

"  Towne  v.  Smith,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  115,  where  this  question  is  very  fully  dis- 
cussed by  Woodbury,  J. 

^  Whyte  V.  Rose,  3  Q.  B.  507,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  pronouncing  the  judgment 
of  Ex.  Ch.;  Spratt*.  Harris,  4  Hagg.  Ec.  E.  405;  Price  u  Dewhurst,-4  Myl.  & 
Cr.  80 — 82,  per  Ld.  Cottenham;  Lasseur  v.  Tyrconnel,  10  Beav.  28.  But  see 
M'Mahon  v.  Eawlings,  16  Sim.  429.  See,  also,  Vanquelin  v.  Bouaid,  15  Com. 
B.,  N.  S.  34J ;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  78,  S.  C. 

'I  Silver  v.  Stein,  21  L.  J.,  Ch.  312,  per  Kindersley,  V.-C. 

*  Price  V.  Dewhurst,  4  Myl.  c&  Cr.  84:  Enokin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  of  L.  Cas.  1; 
Miller  v.  James,  3  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  4;  42  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  21,  S.  C. 

'  Whyte  V.  Rose,  3  Q.  B.  493,  507,  508;  Carter  &  Croat's  case,  Godb.  33. 

«  See  Tighe  v.  Tighe,  I.  E.,  11  Eq.  203;  Lightfoot  v.  Bickley,  2  Eawle,  431; 
Story,  Confl.  ?  522. 

'  Danyel  v.  ,  Dalison,  76;  S.  C,  as  Daniel  v.  Luker,  3  Dyer,  305  a,  pi. 

58;  recognised  and  explained  in  Whyte  v.  Eose,  3  Q.  B.  510. 
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are  set  up  by  way  of  defence  to  an  action  in  a  domestic  court. 
Such  a  judgment,  when  pronounced  adversely  to  the  party  who 
brings  the  second  action,  will  be  conclusively  binding  upon  him, 
provided  it  be  properly  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel."  But  the 
statement  of  defence  requires  to  be  carefully  drawn;  for,  although 
it  need  not  set  forth  the  proceedings  and  judgment  at  length,'^  yet, 
if  it  contain  no  averment  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  foreign  suit,  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign 
country,  by  reason  of  allegiance,  domicil,  or  temporary  presence; ' 
or  that  the  foreign  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit;  or  that,  by  the  law  of  the  foreign  country,  the  judgment 
recovered  was  final  and  conclusive,  so  as  to  be  an  absolute  bar  to  a 
fresh  action ;  *  or  that  the  matters  in  issue  in  the  foreign  court  were 
identical  with  those  sought  to  be  put  in  issue  in  the  present  suit;" 
— in  any  of  these  cases,  the  statement  will  be  exposed  to  the  risk 
of  being  held  bad  if  the  point  of  law  be  duly  raised  by  the  plaintiff's 
reply.  Should  the  defendant,  instead  of  pleading  the  judgment, 
content  himself  with  putting  it  in  evidence,  it  will  then, — like  a 
domestic  judgment  under  similar  circumstances, — be  merely  cogent, 
but  not  conclusive,  evidence  in  his  behalf." 


§  1740.  But  now,  let  it  be  assumed,  that  the  foreign  judgment  ?  1^49 
was  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  party  who  brings  the  second  suit. 
Can  the  defendant  avail  himself  of  such  judgment  as  a  defence,  where 
the  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim  rests  on  the  original  cause  of  action  ? 
Clearly  he  cannot,  because  the  nature  of  the  debt  or  damage  sought 
to  be  recovered  has  not  been  changed;  the  plaintiff  has  no  higher 
remedy  in  consequence  of  the  foreign  judgment,  and  he  cannot 
igsue  immediate  execution  upon  it  in  this  country,  but  can  only 
enforce  it  by  bringing  a  fresh  action.'     If,  indeed,  the  foreign 


^  Philips  V.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410,  per  Eyre,  C.  J. ;  Plummer  v.  Woodbnme, 
4  B.  &  C.  625;  7  D.  &  E.  25,  S.  C. ;  Eicardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368. 

2  Eicardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368. 

'  Gen.  St.  Navlg.  Co.  v.  Guillou,  11  M.  &  "W.  877,  894. 

*  Plummer  v.  "Woodbume,  4  B.  &  C.  625;  7   D.  &  E.  25,  S.  C;  Frayes  v. 
Worms,  10  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  149. 

5  Eicardo  v.  Garcias,  12  a.  &  Fin.  368.  «  Ante,  ?§  91,  1673. 

'  Smith  V.  NicoUs,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  208,  220,  221;  7  Scott,  147,  S.  C;  Wilson 
V.  Lady  Dunsany,  18  Beav.  293. 
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judgment  has  not  only  been  recovered,  but  has  had  satisfaction 
entered  up,  it  will  then  be  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
if  properly  pleaded.'  It  may  here  be  added,  that  if  a  man  has 
been  tried  and  acquitted  in  a  foreign  country  by  a  court  having 
competent  jurisdiction,  he  may  plead  and  prove  such  aqquittal  in 
bar  of  any  indictment  preferred  against  him  in  this  country  for  the 
same  offence.^ 


§  1741.  When  a  foreign  judgment  inter  partes  is  sought  to  be  en-  ?  1550 
forced  by  an  action  in  a  domestic  tribunal,  it  matters  not  whether 
it  has  emanated  from  a  court  of  record,  or  not  of  record,  from  a 
superior  or  inferior  court,  from  a  court  of  common  law,  or  from 
one  exercising  equitable  jurisdiction;  but  in  all  cases  alike,  pro- 
vided a  clear  balance  has  been  ascertained,  and  a  final'  decision  on 
the  merits  has  been  bona  fide  pronounced  by  a  tribunal  of  competent 
authority,  the  successful  party  may  maintain  an  action  upon  such 
foreign  judgment  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court 
for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  so  decided  to  be  due  to  him.*  Even 
costs  awarded  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  in  a 
suit  for  a  divorce,  have  been,  recovered  by  an  action  brought 
against  the  defendant  while  resident  in  this  country ;  ^  and  in 
conformity  with  this  decision,  it  seems  that,  were  litigation  to  arise 
in  France  relating  to  real  property,  and  were  costs  to  be  given 
against  a  party  who  should  afterwards  come  to  this  country,  an 
action  for  such  costs  might  here  be  maintained.^  The  decrees  of 
foreign  courts  of  equity  might,  indeed,  in  some  instances,  not  be 
enforceable  in  the  English  Common  Law  Division,  because  they 


1  Barber  v.  Lamb,  29  L.  J.,  C.  P.  234;  8  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  95,'  S.  C. 

^  R.  V.  Eoche,  1  Lea.  134;  B.  N.  P.  245. 

^  If  the  decree  or  judgment  be  not  final,  the  action  upon  it  is  not  maintain- 
able, Patrick  v.  Shedden,  2  E.  &  B.  14;  Paul  v.  Roy,  21  L.  J.,  Ch.  361;  15 
Beav.  433,  S.  C. 

*  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  288;  Sadler  d.  Robins,  1  Camp.  255,  256, 
per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Henley  u  Soper,  8  B.  &  C.  16;  2  M.  &  R.  153,  S.  C; 
as  to  decrees  of  colonial  courts  of  equity;  Harris  v.  Saunders,  4  B.  &  C.  411; 
6  D.  &  R.  471,  S.  C,  as  to  a  judgment  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  in  Ireland; 
Arnott  V.  Redfern,  3  Bing.  353,  as  to  a  judgment  of  a  Court  of  Admiralty  in 
Scotland. 

5  Russell  V.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  "W.  810. 

8  Id.,  9  M.  &  W.  818,  per  Ld.  Abinger. 
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might  involve  collateral  and  provisional  matters,  to  •which  such  court 
could  not  conveniently  give  full  effect;  but  even  then  the  English 
Chancery  Division  would  entertain  an  action  founded  on  such  a 
foreign  decree,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  it  in  regard  to 
English  property.' 


§  1742.  It  is  admitted  on  all  sides  that,  in  these  actions,  the  ?  1551 
foreign  judgments  are  prima  facie  evidence  in  support  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  and  are  to  be  deemed  right  until  the  contrary 
is  established.^  But  the  question  still  remains,  are  such  judgments 
to  be  deemed  conclusive,  or  can  the  defendant,  by  going  at 
large  into  the  original  merits,  dispute  the  propriety  of  the 
decisions  ?  The  arguments  on  either  side  of  this  vexed  question 
are  well  put  by  Mr.  Smith  in  his  admirable  note  on  the  Duchess 
of  Kingston's  case.  "Now,  upon  one  side  it  is  said,  that  the 
tribunals  of  this  country  are  not  hound  to  enforce  the  judgments  of 
a  foreign  court;  that  when  they  do  so,  it  is  degratid,  and  from  a 
wish  to  extend  the  limits  of  justice — ampliare  justitiam.  But  that 
it  would  be  to  amplify  injustice,  not  justice,  were  they  to  enforce 
a  sentence  which  ought  never  to  have  been  pronounced,  because 
against  the  party  with  whom  right  was.  On  the  other  side,  it  is 
answered  with  great  force,  that  invariable  experience  shows,  that 
facts  can  never  be  inquired  into  so  well  as  on  the  spot  where  they 
arose,  laws  never  administerfed  so  satisfactorily  as  in  the  tribunals 
of  the  country  governed  by  them;  that  if  our  courts  were  to  allow 
matters  judicially  decided  upon  to  be  again  opened  at  any  distance 
of  time  or  place,  the  consequence  would  be,  in  ninety-nine  cases 
out  of  a  hundred,  that  they  would  be  deceived  by  the  concoction 
of  testimony,  or  by  the  abstraction  of  it,  or  by  the  want  of  it,  and 
that  injustice  and  mistakes,  instead  of  being  amended,  would  be 
generated." ' 


^  Henderson*.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  297,  per  Ld.  Denman;  Houlditch  v.  M. 
of  Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  301;  2  CI.  &Fin.  470;  Lloyd  &  G.  82,  S.  C. 

''  Sinclair  v.  Fraser,  perDom.  Proc,  cited  in  20  How.  St.  Tr.  468,  469,  and 
in  1  Doug.  4,  n. ;  recognised  in  Arnott  v.  Redfern,  3  Bing.  357,  and  in  Robert- 
son V.  Strath,  5  Q.  B.  943,  944;  Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1  M.  &  Gr.  892,  895, 
per  Maule,  J. 

«  2  Smith,  L.  C.  686. 
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§  1743.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  too,  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws,  makes  J  1552 
the  following  forcible  observations  in  support  of  the  coQclusiveness 
of  foreign  judgments.  "It  is,  indeed,"  says  he,  "  very  difficult  to 
perceive  what  could  be  done,  if  a  different  doctrine  were  maintain- 
able to  the  full  extent  of  opening  all  the  evidence  and  merits  of  the 
cause  anew,  on  a  suit  upon  the  foreign  judgment.  Some  of  the 
witnesses  may  be  since  dead;  some  of  the  vouchers  may  be  lost  or 
destroyed.  The  merits  of  the  case,  as  formerly  before  the  court 
upon  the  whole  evidence,  may  have  been  decidedly  in  favour  of  the 
judgment;  upon  a  partial  possession  of  the  original  evidence,  they 
may  now  appear  otherwise.  Suppose  a  case  purely  sounding  in 
damages,  such  as  an  action  for  an  assault,  for  slander,  for  conver- 
sion of  property,  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  or  for  a  criminal 
conversation;  is  the  defendant  to  be  at  liberty  to  re- try  the  whole 
merits,  and  to  make  out,  if  he  can,  a  new  case  upon  new  evidence  ? 
Or  is  the  court  to  review  th«  former  decision,  like  a  court  of  appeal, 
upon  the  old  evidence?  In  a  case  of  covenant  or  of  debt,  or  of  a 
breach  of  contract,  are  all  the  circumstances  to  be  re-examined 
anew?  If  they  are,  by  what  laws  and  rules  of  evidence  and  prin- 
ciples of  justice  is  the  validity  of  the  original  judgment  to  be  tried  ? 
Is  the  court  to  open  the  judgment,  and  to  proceed  ex  aequo  et  bono? 
Or  is  it  to  administer  strict  law,  and  stand  to  the  doctrines  of  the 
local  administration  of  justice?  Is  it  to  act  upon  the  rules  of 
evidence  acknowledged  in  its  own  jurisprudence,  or  upon  those  of 
the  foreign  jurisprudence?  These  and  many  more  questions 
might  be  put  to  show  the  intrinsic  difficulties  of  the  subject. 
Indeed,  the  rule,  that  the  judgment  is  to  be  prima  facie  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff,  would  be  a  mere  delusion,  if  the  defendant  might 
still  question  it  by  opening  all  or  any  of  the  original  merits  on  his 
side;  for,  under  such  circumstances,  it  would  be  equivalent  to 
granting  a  new  trial.  It  is  easy  to  understand,  that  the  defendant 
may  be  at  liberty  to  impeach  the  original  justice  of  the  judgment, 
by  showing  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction;  or  that  he  never  had 
any  notice  of  the  suit;  or  that  it  was  procured  by  fraud;  or  that 
upon  its  face  it  is  founded  in  mistake;  or  that  it  is  irregular,  and 
bad  by  the  local  law  Fori  rei  jndicatse.  To  such  an  extent  the 
doctrine  is  intelligible  and  practicable.  Beyond  this,  the  right  to 
impugn  the  judgment  is  in  legal  effect  the  right  to  re- try  the  merits 
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of  the  original  cause  at  large,  and  to  pnt  the  defendant  upon  proving 
those  merits." 


§1744.  In  accordance  with  these  views,  it  has  several  times  ?  1553 
been  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,''  once  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,^  and  once  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,*  that  no 
inquiry  can  be  instituted  into  the  merits  of  the  original  action,  or 
the  propriety  of  the  decision;  and  that  the  defendant  is  not  at 
liberty  to  raise  any  objection,  which  would  have  constituted  a 
defence  in  a  foreign  court,  eLnd  which,  consequently,  should  there 
have  been  pleaded  and  finally  disposed  of.  The  same  doctrine,  too, 
has  been  advanced  with  more  or  less  confidence,  by  Lord  Notting- 
ham/ Lord  Kenyon,^  Lord  Ellenborough,'  Sir  L.  Shadwell,'  Lord 
Wensleydale,'  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland.'"  On  the 
other  hand.  Lord  Hardwicke,"  Lord  Mansfield,'^  Chief  Baron  Eyre,'' 
Mr.  Justice  Buller,"  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,'*  and  especially  Lord 
Brougham,"  have  strenulously  contended  that  foreign  judgments, 
where  actions  are  brought  upon  them,  are  merely  prima  facie 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  and  this  rule  also  prevails  in 
America,  though  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be  carried  is  certainly 


'  Story,  Confl.  ?  607.  See,  also,  Bk.  of  Australasia  v.  Nias,  16  Q.  B.  735— 
737,  per  Ld.  Campbell. 

*  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  288,  298,  299;  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11 
A.  &  E.  179,  183;  3  P.  &  D.  143,  S.  C;  Bk.  of  Australasia  v.  Nias,  16  Q.  B. 
717;  Munroe  v.  Pilkington,  31  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  81;  2  B.  &  S.  11,  S.  C,  nom. 
Scott  V.  Pilkington. 

»  Vanquelin  v.  Bouard,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  341;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  78,  S.  C. 

*  De  Cosse  Brissac  v.  Rathbone,  6  H.  &  N.  301;  30  L.  J.,  Ex.  238,  S.  C. 
'  Gold  V.  Canham,  cited  in  note  to  Kennedy  v.  Cassillis,  2  Swanst.  325. 
"  Galbraith  v.  Neville,  "1  Doug.  6,  n.  ' 

'  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  Sel.  22. 
8  Martin  v.  Nicolls,  3  Sim.  458. 

'  Citing  Martin  v.  Nicolls,  in  Becquet  v.  MacCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.'  954. 
'»  Sims  V.  Thomas,  3  Ir.  Law  R.  415. 

"  Isqnierdo  v.  Forbes,  cited  by  Ld.  Mansfield,  in  1  Doug.  6. 
"  Walker  v.  Witter,  1  Doug.  1. 
1'  Philips  V.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410. 
'  "  Galbraith  v.  Neville,  1  Doiig.  6,  n. ;  Messin  v.  Ld.  Massareene,  4  T.  E.  493. 
"  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  Sel.  23. 

"  Houlditch  i).  M.  of  Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  301,  337—342;  3  CI.  &  Fin. 
470,  477 — 479,  S.  C. ;  Don  v.  Lippmann,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  1,  20—22. 
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not  yet  definitely  settled  in  that  country.'  On  the  whole  it  seems, 
— if  an  opinion  may  be  expressed  on  a  subject  respecting  which  so 
much  doubt  prevails, — that  the  arguments,  if  not  the  authorities, 
in  support  of  the  conclusiveness  of  foreign  judgments,  preponderate 
over  those  in  favour  of  a  contrary  doctrine. 

§  1745.  But,  however  this  precise  point  may  be  ultimately  de-  g  1554 
termined,  it  appears  to  be  acknowledged  law  both  in  England  and 
America,'  that,  when  a  foreign  judgment, — instead  of  being  itself  the 
consideration  of  the  promise  declared  on, — merely  comes  incidentally 
or  collaterally  in  question,  it  cannot  be  disputed.  Thus,  in 
Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,^  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  been  partners, 
and  the  latter,  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  had  covenanted 
to  indemnify  the  former  against  the  debts  of  the  late  firm.  In  an 
action  on  that  covenant,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  the  damnifi- 
cation, put  in  a  judgment  recovered  in  a  foreign  court  by  a  creditor 
of  the  firm  against  himself  and  the  defendant,  in  consequence  of 
which  his  property  bad  been  seized;  and  the  court  held,  tliat 
the  defendant  was  not  at  liberty  to  show  that  the  proceedings  were 
erroneous. 

§  1746.  Another  rule  connected  with  this  subject  has  already  ?  1555 
been  referred  to  as  equally  clear,*  and  that  is,  that  a  foreign  judg- 
ment does  not  occasion  a  merger  of  the  orignal  cause  of  action; 
and,  therefore,  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  enforce  the  plaintiff's 
demand  in  this  country,  he  may  either  resort  to  such  orignal 
cause,  or  bring  an  action  upon  the  judgment.^  In  the  event 
of  his  adopting  the  former  of  these  courses,  it  seems  that  the 
defendant  may  still,  notwithstanding  the  production  of  the  judg- 


'  Story,  Confl.  §  608,  and  cases  there  cited;  Biimham  v.  "Wetster,  1  Woodb. 
&  M.  172. 

"  See  cases  cited  in  Cowen's  note  to  1  Ph.  Ev.  353,  Am.  Ed. 

'  4  M.  &  Sel.  20;   recognised    by  Ld.  Brougham   in   Houlditch   v.  M.  of 
Donegal,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  341;  2  CI.  &  Fin.  478,  S.  C. 

*  Ante,  §  1740. 
,,  5  Hall  V.  Odber,  11  East,  118,  126,  127,  per  Bayley,  J.;  Smith  v.  Nicolls,  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  221,  222,  per  Tindal,   C.   J.;    Bk.  of  Australasia  v.  Harding,   19 
L.  J.,  C.  P.  345;  9  Com.  B.  661,  S.  C;  Kelsall  v.  Marshall,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
19;  1  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  241,  S.  C. 

(4362) 


CHAP.  IV  ]  ORDERS  IN  BKPTCY.  WHEN  CONCLUSIVE.  1491 

ment,  dispute  the  plaintiff's  demand;  for  it  may  well  be  contended, 
that,  by  this  mode  of  declaring,  the  plaintiff  has  himself  courted  a 
reinvestigation  of  the  merits.' 


§  1747.  Having  now  stated  the  general  rules  which' govern  the  §  ^^^^ 
admissibility  and  effect  of  domestic  and  foreign  judgments,  it 
remains  to  point  out  one  or  two  statutes,  by  which  the  receipt  in 
evidence  of  the  adjudications  and  proceedings  of  particular  tribunals 
is  regulated.  And  first,  as  to  the  adjudications  and  other  proceed- 
ings  in  Courts  of  Bankruptcy.  It  has  been  shown  that  some  of 
these  may  be  proved  through  the  medium  of  the  Gazette  in  which 
they  have  been  published,^  and  that  all  are  capable  of  proof  by 
producing  either  the  original  documents,  or  copies  of  them,  pro- 
vided such  originals  or  copies  be  either  sealed  with  the  seal  of  a 
bankruptcy  court,  or  signed  by  a  judge  in  bankruptcy,  or,  in  the 
case  of  copies,  be  certified  as  true  by  any  registrar  of  the  Court.' 
But  the  question  still  remains,  what  is  their  effect  when  proved  f 
And  here  it  becomes  necessary  to  weigh  with  some  care  the 
capricious  language  of  the  Legislature,  as  applicable  to  each  parti- 
cular document.  Thus,  §  132  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,* — 
after  enacting,  in  subs.  1,  that  "  a  copy  of  the  London  Gazette 
containing  any  notice  inserted  therein  in  pursuance  of  this  Act^ 
shall  be  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  notice," — goes  on  to 
provide,  in  subs.  2,  that  "  the  production  of  a  copy  of  the  London 
Gazette,  containing  any  notice  of  a  receiving  order,  or  of  'an  order 
adjudging  a  debtor  bankrupt,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  in  all 
legal  proceedings  of  the  order  having  been  duly  made,  and  of  its 
date." 

§  1748.  Again,  under  sect.  18,  subs.  9,  of  the  Act,  "  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  official  receiver"  that  a  composition,  or  a  scheme' of 
arrangement,  has  been  duly  accepted  by  the  creditors,  and  approved 


1  See  2  Smith,  L.  C.  683.  ^  Ante,  §  1549. 

s  Ante,  2  1548.  *  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52. 

*  §  13,  as  to  receiving  order;  ?  20,  subs.  2,  as  to  order  of  adjudication;  §  35, 
subs.  3,  as  to  order  annulling  adjudication.  See,  also,  Bkptcy.  Rules,  1883, 
F.  127,  containing,  as  sub-forms,  six  other  notices.  All  these  notices  must  be 
gazetted  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  E.  203. 
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by  the  Court,  "shall,  in  absence  of  fraud,  be  conclusive  as  to 
its  validity."  So,  the  certificate  granted  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
declaring  any  person  to  be  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  is  made  by 
sect.  138,  "conclusive  evidence  of  his  appointment;"  and  s.  21, 
subs.  4,  provides,  that  the  appointment  "  shall  take  effect  as  from 
the  date  of  the  certificate."  In  other  words,  an  order  of  adjudica- 
tion is  henceforth  to  be  regarded  in  its  proper  light,  that  is,  as  a 
judgment  in  rem.' 

§  1749.  The  order  of  the  Board  of  Trade  releasing  the  trustee  of  ?  ^^58 
a  bankruptcy,  operates, — as  might  be  assumed  without  special  legis- 
lation,— so  as  to  "  discharge  him  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  any 
act  done  or  default  made  by  him  in  the  administration  of  the 
affairs  of  the  bankrupt,  or  otherwise  in  relation  to  his  conduct  as 
trustee;  but  any  such  order  may  be  revoked  on  proof  that  it  was 
obtained  by  fraud,  or  by  suppression  or  concealment  of  any  material 
fact." " 

§  1750.  The  order  of  discharge  of  a  bankrupt,^  which  the  Court  ?  1559 
of  Bankruptcy  is,  under  certain  circumstances,  empowered,  to  grant, 
operates  as  a  discharge  of  the  bankrupt  from  all  debts  provable 
in  bankruptcy,  save  as  otherwise  provided  by  the  Act/  and, 
moreover,  it  will  be  "  conclusive  evidence  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  of 
the  validity  of  the  proceedings  thereon."^  When  an  order  of  dis- 
charge has  been  granted,  the  Court,  if  it  thinks  fit,  may  award  to 
the  bankrupt  "  a  certificate  to  the  effect  that  his  bankruptcy 
was  caused  by  misfortune  without  any  misconduct  on  his  part;" 
and  this  certificate  will  remove  the  disqualifications  to  which  he 


1  Eevell  V.  Blake,  41  L.  J.,  C.  P.  129;  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  300,  S.  C;  42  L. 
J.,  C.  P.  165,  per  Ex.  Ch.,  S.  C;  and  8  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  533;  Ex  p.  Learoyd, 
In  re  Foulds,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  D.  3,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  48  L.  J.,  Bk.  17,  S.  C. 

2  ?  82,  subs.  3.     See,  also,  35  &  36  V.,  c.  58,  §  116,  Ir. 

'  See  Bkptcy.  Rules,  1883,  F.  45.  See,  also,  as  to  the  form  and  effect  of  a 
"certificate  of  conformity''  granted  to  a  bankrupt  by  the  Ct.  of  Bkptcy.  in 
Irel.,  35  &  36  V.,  c.  58,  U  57  &  58,  Ir.  Also,  as  to  the  form  and  effect  of  a 
certificate  in  arrangement  cases  granted  in  Irel.  id.  ?  64,  Ir. 

*  46  &  47  v.,  c.  52,  J  30,  subs.  1  &  2.  See  Jakeman  v.  Cook,  48  L.  J.,  Ex, 
165. 

5  i  30,  subs.  3. 
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would  otherwise  be  subjected  under  sect.  32  o£   the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1883.' 

§  1751.  Sect.  140  of  the  same  Act  deserves  notice  in  this  place; 
for,  after  enacting  in  subs,  1,  that  "  all  documents  purporting  to  be 
orders  or  certifidates  made  or  issued  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  to 
be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Board,  or  to  be  signed  by  a  secretary 
or  assistant  secretary  of  the  Board,  or  any  person  authorised  in  that 
behalf  by  the  President  of  the  Board,  shall  be  received  in  evidence, 
and  deemed  to  be  such  orders  or  certificates,  without  further  proof 
unless  the  contrary  is  shewn;" — it  goes  on  to  provide  in  subs.  2, 
that  "a  certificate  signed  by  the  President  of  the  Board  of  Trade 
that  any  order  made,  certificate  issued,  or  act  done,  is  the  ordn, 
certificate,  or  act  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  fact  so  certified." 


§  1752.  With  the  view  of  facilitating  the  proof  of  such  notices  as 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  are  required  to  be  gazetted  or  advertised 
in  local  papers,  the  Registrar  of  each  Court  is  empowered  by  r.  15, 
subs.  1  and  2,  to  file  with  the  proceedings  a  memorandum '  referring 
to  and  giving  the  date  of  each  advertisement;  and  by  subs.  4,  this 
memorandum  is  made  "  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  advertisement 
in  question  was  duly  inserted  in  the  issue  of  the  Gazette  or  paper 
to  which  the  memorandum  refers." 

§  1753.  Passing  now  to  other  judicial  documents,  little  need  be  |  1560 
said  respecting  their  admissibility  and  efPect.  It  has  already  been 
stated,  that  under  the  old  system  of  pleading,  answers  in  Chancery, 
and  such  pleas  in  Chancery  as  have  been  put  in  upon  oath,  are 
receivable  against  the  party  by  whom  they  were  sworn,  as  cogent 
admissions  of  the  allegations  which  they  contain;  ^  but  that  demurrers 
in  equity  are  not  so  receivable,  since  they  were  merely  hypothetical 
statements,  which,  assuming  the  facts  to  be  as  alleged,  denied  that 
the  defendant  was  bound  to  answer.*     Bills  in  Chancery,  whether 


1  See  ?  32,  subs.  2;  Bkptcy.  Euleg,  1883,  F.  46. 

2  See  Bkpt<jy,  Eules,  1883,  F.  128. 

=  Ante,  ?  727.  *  Ante,  ?  828. 

(4365) 


1494  EFFECT    OF    PLEADINGS — OF   DEPOSITIONS.         [PAET  III. 

they  were  bills  for  relief  or  for  discovery,  are  alike  inadmissible,  ex- 
cepting to  prove  their  own  existence,  or  the  institution  of  a  suit,  or 
that  certain  facts  were  in  issue  between  the  parties:  their  exclusion 
for  other  purposes  resting  upon  the  ground  that  they  contained 
nothing  more  than  mere  suggestions  of  counsel,  made  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  an  answer  upon  oath.'  It  seems  to  follow  by  a  parity  of 
reasoning,  that  under  the  old  system,  pleadings  at  common  law  are 
also  inadmissible  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  therein;^ 
unless,  indeed,  they  were  such  pleadings  as  required  to  be  verified 
by  affidavit.' 


§  1754.*  Depositions,  though  informally  taken,  are  receivable,  §  1561 
like  any  other  admissions,  against  the  deponent  whenever  he  is  a 
party;  ^  or  they  may  be  used  to  contradict  and  impeach  him,  when 
he  is  afterwards  examined  as  a  witness."  But  before  they  will  be 
available  as  secondary  evidence,  and  as  a  substitute  for  vivd  voce 
testimony,  they  must  be  proved  to  have  been  regularly  taken,  under 
legal  proceedings  duly  pending,  or  on  some  other  occasion  sanctioned 
by  law;'  and,  utiless  the  case  be  provided  for  by  statute,  or  by  a 
rule  of  court,  it  must  further  appear,  that  the  witness  himself 
cannot  be  personally  be  produced.*  In  some  cases  the  depositions  of 
deceased  witnesses  will  be  admissible  even  against  strangers:  as, 
for  instance,  if  they  relate  to  a  custom,  prescription,  or  pedigree, 
where  reputation  would  be  evidence;  for,  as  the  unsworn  declara- 
tions of  persons  deceased  would  be  here  received,  their  declarations 
on  oath  are  k  fortiori  admissible. 


§  1758.  When  an  application  has  been  refused  at  chambers,  its   i  iseg 
effect  as  a  bar  to  any  fresh  summons  will  vary  according  to  circum- 
stances.    If  the  words,  "  no  order"  be  indorsed  upon  the  summons. 


'  Boileau  v.  Rutlin,  2  Ex.  E.  665;   Doe   u  Sybourn,  7   T.  E.  3,  per  Ld. 
Kenyon;  Taylor  v.  Cole,  id.  n.;  ante,  ?  859. 
2  Boileau  v.  Eutlin,  2  Ex.  E.  680,  681,  per  Parke,  B. 
»  See  15  &  16  V.,  c.  76,  H  80,  81,  now  repealed. 
*  Gr.   Ev.  U  552,  555,  in  part.  s  ^„te_  ^  737 

«  Ante,  §?  1426,  1446,  et  seq.  '  Ante,  ?  464,  et  seq. 

8  Ante,  I  472,  et  seq. 
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the  judge  will,  in  general,  be  held  to  have  pronounced  no  decision 
upon  the  merits,  and  the  party  who  has  failed,  will  consequently  be 
allowed  to  make  a  second  application;  but  if  the  indorsement  be 
*  application  dismissed,"  this  will  be  regarded  as  a  judgment,  which 
the  applicant  must  move  the  court  to  rescind.' 


§  1757.  Where  a  person  had  applied  to  a  Metropolitan  Police  ^  1564 
Magistrate  under  the  Act  of  2  &  3  V.,  c.  71,  §  40,  for  an  order  to 
deliver  up  certain  goods  of  less  value  than  £15,  and  such  order, 
upon  inquiry,  had  been  refused,  the  court  held  that  the  applicant 
was  not  estopped  by  these  proceedings  from  bringing  an  action  of 
trover  with  respect  to  the  same  property.^  So,  a  refusal  by  justices 
in  petty  sessions  to  make  an  order  for  maintenance  of  a  bastard, 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  bar  to  a  second  application  on  the 
part  of  the  mother,  though  the  original  summons  has  been  heard 
on  the  merits;  but  the  justices  at  the  second  hearing  maytake  into 
consideration  the  fact  of  the  former  dismissal,  as  a  material  element 
in  guiding  their  judgment.'  Again,  if  an  order  in  bastardy  be 
drawn  up  in  such  a  form  as  to  be  void  in  law,  it  cannot  be  a  bar 
to  a  second  summons  in  the  same  matter  between  the  same  parties, 
even  though  it  has  never  been  formally  set  aside  on  appeal.* 
Neither,  as  it  seems,^  will  an  order  of  quarter  sessions,  quashing 
an  order  of  affiliation  as  being  "  bad  in  form,"  be  regarded  as  a 
decision  on  the  merits,  so  as  to  preclude  the  woman  from  applying 
to  the. petty  sessions  for  a  fresh  order."  But  when,  on  appeal  to 
quarter  sessions,  an  order  of  affiliation  is  quashed  on  the  ground  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  corroborative  evidence,'  such  order  of  quarter 


'  R.  V.  Machen,  14  Q.  B.  78,  per  Erie,  J. ;  R.  v.  Herrington,  3  New  E.  468, 
Q.  B. 

^  Dover  v.  Child,  45  L.  J.,  Ex.  462;  L.  E.,  1  Ex.  D.  172,  S.  C. 

^  E.  u.  Machen,  14  Q.  B.  74  ;  18  L.  J.,  M.  C.  213,  S.  C. ;  E.  v.  Grant,  36  L.  J., 
M.  C.  89;  2  Law  E.,  Q.  B.  466,  and  8  B.  &  S.  365,  S.  C,  nom.  E.  v.  Gaunt;  35 
&  36  v.,  c.  65,  H;  8  &  9  V.,  c.  10. 

*  E.  V.  Brisby,  1  Den.  416. 

^  Ex  p.  Harrison,  16  Jur.  726;  19  Law  Times,  114,  S.  C;  E.  v.  Glynne,  7 
Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  21,  23,  per  Blackburn,  J. 

*  See,  also,  E.  v.  May,  L.  E.,  5  Q.  B.  D.  382,  which  certainly  carries  the  law 
to  itsextreme  boundary;  S.  C.  nom.  E.  v.  Essex,  Js.,  49  L,  J.,  M.  C.  67. 

'  8  &  9  v.,  c.  10,  ?  6. 
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sessions  is  final,  and  no  further  proceedings  can  be  taken  before 
justices.' 

§  1758.  The  admissibility  and  effect  of-  awards  need  not  be  dis-  ?  1565 
cussed  at  any  length.  The  decision  of  an  arbitrator,  who  has  been 
duly  appointed,  is  as  conclusive  as  the  judgment  of  a  competent 
tribunal  upon  the  subject-matter  referred  to  him;^  and  whether  he 
be  a  professional  or  non-professional  man,'  the  court  will  not  inter- 
fere with  his  award  on  the  ground  of  any  alleged  error  either  in  law 
or  in  fact,  provided,*  first,  that  he  has  not  exceeded,  or  fallen  short 
of,  the  authority  conferred  upon  him,^  next,  that  the  award  is  final," 
and  certain,'  and  not  admitted  by  the  arbitrator  to  have  been  made 
under  a  mistake,'  and  lastly,  that  it  does  not  prescribe  what  is 
either  illegal,"  or  impossible.  But  an  award,  unlike  a  verdict  or 
judgment,  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  in  the  nature  of  reputa- 
tion;'" though  it  may  occasionally  be  admissible,  in  conjunction  with 
the  submission  to  arbitration,  as  an  act  of  ownership."  It  may 
also  be  noted,  as  the  point  has  been  thought  worthy  of  argument, 
that  an  award  is  not  evidence  of  au  account  stated  between  the 
parties  to  the  submission;'^  unless,  perhaps,  in  the  single  event  of 
there  being  no  regular  agreement  to  refer,  and,  consequently,  no 
award  capable  of  being  enforced  in  law.     In  such  a  case,  as  the 


12  E.  „.  Glynne,  7  Law  Rep..  Q.  B.  16;  41  L,  J.,  M.  C.  58,  S.  C- 

''  Doe  V.  Eosser,  3  East,  15;  Commings  v.  Heard,  10  B.  &  S.  606;  4  Law  Eep., 
Q.  B.,  669j  S.  C;  39  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  9,  S.  C.  nom.  Cummings  v.  Heard.  But 
seeNewall  v.  Elliot,  1  H.  &  C.  797.  See,  also,  Ehodes  v.  Airdale  Drain.  Com., 
45  L.  J.,  C.  P.  337. 

'  Fuller  r.  Fenwick,  3  Com.  B.  705,  711,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. ;  In  re  Brown  & 
Croydon  Can.  Co.,  9  A.  &  E.  526,  perLd.  Denman. 

*  Toby  V,  Lovibond,  5  Com.  B.  784,  per  Wilde,  C.  J. ;  Barrett  v.  Wilson,  1  C. 
M.  &  E.  586;  Johnson  v.  Durant,  2  B.  &  Ad.  925;  Phillips  v.  Evans,  12  M. 
&  W.  309.  *  In  re  Stroud,  8  Com.  B.  518,  per  Maule,  J. 

«  Bhear  v.  Harradine,  7  Ex.  R.  269. 

'  Williams  v.  Wilson,  9  Ex.  E.  90. 

8  Dinn  v.  Blake,  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  276. 

'  East  Union  Ry.  Co.  v.  East.  Cos.  Ey.  Co.,  2  E.  &  B.  540,  per  Ld.  Camp- 
bell; Alder  v.  Savill,  5  Taunt.  454. 

i»  Evans  v.  Eees,  10  A.  &E.  151;  2  P.  &D.  627,  S.  C;  R.  v.  Cotton,  3  Camp. 
444;  Wenman  ».  Mackenzie,  5  E.  &  B.  447;  ante,  I  626. 

"  Brew  V.  Haren,  I.  R.,  9  C.  L.  29;  S.  C.  Aff.  on  App.  I.  E.,  11  C.  L.  198. 

"  BWes  II.  Townley,  2  Ex.  E.  152. 
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arbitrator  is  not  a  judge,  h,e  might  possibly  be  deemed  the  agent  of 
the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  settling  their  accouuts.' 


§  1759.  The  Act  passffd  in  1857  for  the  establishment  of  the  ?  1565a 
Court  of  Probate,^  has  extensively  altered  the  law  with  respect 
to  the  admissibility  and  efPect  of  probates,  and  of  letters  of  ad- 
ministration with  wills  annexed.  Formerly  these  documents  were 
uniformly  rejected,  whether  tendered  as  primary  or  as  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  will,  on  the  trial  of  any  cause  relating 
to  real  estate.*  The  ecclesiastical  tribunals  by  which  they  were 
granted  had  no  control  over  devises  of  real  property;  and  so 
absurdly  jealous 'were  the  temporal  courts  of  spiritual  interference, 
that  even  when  a  will  of  lands  was  irretrievably  lost,  nothing  would 
induce  them  to  look  at  the  probate,*  though  had  the  inquiry  related 
to  personalty,  such  a  document  would  haye  furnished  conclusive 
evidence,*  and  though  they  readily  received  "the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness, who  undertook  to  state  the  contents  of  the  will  having  heard 
it  once  i:ead  before  the  testator's  fainily  on  the  day  of  his  funeral." 
This  startling  anomaly,  after  causing  infinite  itijUstice  for  a  long 
series  of  years,  has  at  length  to  a  great  extent  been  remedied.  The 
Act  of  1857'  first  provides  by  §  61,*  that  where  a  will  affecting 
real  estate  is  proved  in,  solemn  form,  or  is  otherwise  the  subject  of 
a  contentious  proceeding  in  the  Probate  Division,  the  heir,  devisees,  ; 

and  other  persons  interested  ^  in  the  real  estate  shall,  as  a  general 
rule,  be  cited  to  see  proceedings,  or  to  become  parties.'  §  62 '"  then 
enacts,  that "  Where  probate  of  such  will  is  granted  after  such 
proof  in  solemn  form,  or  where  the  validity  of  the  will  is  otherwise 


'  Keen  v.  Batshore,  1  Esp.  194,  per  Eyre,  C.  J. ;  commented  on  in  Bates  v. 
Townley,  2  Ex.  E.  152. 

•■  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77;  and  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  Ir. 

'  Doe  V.  Calvert,  2  Camp.  389,  per  Ld.  EUenborongh. 

*  Id. 

5  Allen  V.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  125. 

*  2  Camp.,  390,  n.,  citing  Anon,  case,  coram  Wood,  B. 
'  20  &  21  v.,  a  77. 

*  See  corresponding  enactment  in  the  Irish  Act,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  ?  65. 

'  See  Reg.  78  of  Rules  of  1862  for  Ct.  of  Prob.  in  contentious  business,  and 
Form,  No.  4. 
'"  See  corresponding  enactment  in  the  Irish  Act,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79  ?  66. 
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declared  by  the  decree  or  order  in  such  contentious  cause  or  matter 
as  aforesaid,  the  probate,  decree,  or  order  respectively  shall  enure 
for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  in  the  real  estate  affected 
by  such  will,  and  the  probate  copy  of  such  will,  or  the  letters  of 
administration  with  such  will  annexed,  or  a  copy  if/iereo/ respectively 
stamped  with  the  seal  of  "  [the  Probate  Division]  "  shall  in  all 
courts,  and  in  all  suits  and  proceedings  affecting  real  estate  of 
whatever  tenure,  (save  proceedings  by  way  of  appeal  under  this 
Act,  or  for  the  revocation  of  such  probate  or  administration,)  be 
received  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  validity  and  contents  of  such 
will,  in  like  manner  as  a  probate  is  received  in  evidence  in  matters 
relating  to  the  personal  estate;  and  where  probate  is  refused  or 
revoked  on  the  ground  of  the  invalidity  of  the  will,  or  the  invalidity 
of  the  will  is  otherwise  declared  by  decree  or  order  under  this  Act, 
such  decree  or  order  shall  enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir-at-law  or 
other  persons,  against  whose  interest  in  real  estate  such  will  might 
operate,  and  such  will  shall  not  be  received  in  evidence  in  any  suit 
or  proceeding  in  relation  to  real  estate,  save  in  any  proceeding  by 
way  of  appeal  from  such  decrees  or  orders."  §  63 '  empowers  the 
Probate  Division,  at  its  discretion,  to  proceed  in  any  case  without 
citing  the  heir  or  other  persons  interested  in  real  estate;  but  it 
provides  that  the  probate,  decree,  or  order  of  the  court  shall  not 
afifect  any  sjich  person,  "  unless  he  has  been  cited  or  made  party  to 
the  proceedings,  or  derives  title  under  or  through  a  person  so  cited 
or  made  party." 


§  1760.  Next  comes  a  very  important  clause,  for  §  64  ^  enacts,  J  1565b 
that  in  any  action  "  where,  according  to  the  existing  law,  it  would 
be  necessary   to  produce  and  prove  an  original  will  in  order  to 
establish  a  devitee  or  other  testamentary  disposition  of  or  affecting 
real  estate,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  party  intending  to  establish  in 


1  See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  §  67,  Ir. 

2  See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  I  68,  Ir.  There  the  intervals  allowed  for 
giving  notice  are  respectively  senen  days,  and  three  days,  instead  of  ten  days 
and /our  days,  as  in  the  English  Act.  See,  further,  14  &  15  V.,  c.  57,  I  108, 
Ir.,  as  to  a  somewhat  similar  practice  in  the  Civil  Bill  Courts,  excepting  that 
no  notice  is  required  to  he  given;  and  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  Ir.  Cir.  E.  469. 
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proof  such  devise  or  other  testamentary  disposition  to  give  the 
opposite  party,  ten  days  at  least  before  the  trial  or  other  proceeding 
in  which  the  said  proof  shall  be  intended  to  be  addticed,  notice 
that  he  inten4s,  at  the  said  trial  or  other  proceeding,  to  give  in 
evidence  as  proof  of  the  devise  or  other  testimentary  disposition  the 
probate  of  the  said  will,  or  the  letters  of  administration  tmth  the  mil 
annexed,  or  a  copy  thereof  stamped  with  any  seal  of  "  [the  Probate 
Division] ;  "  and  in  every  such  case  such  probate  or  letters  of 
administration,  or  copy  thereof  respectively  stamped  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  such  will  and  of  its  validity  and  con- 
tents, notwithstanding  the  same  may  not  have  been  proved  in  solemn 
form,  or  have  been  otherwise  declared  valid  in  a  contentious  cause 
or  matter,  as  herein  provided,  unless  the  party  receiving  such  notice 
shall,  within  four  days  after  such  receipt,  give  notice  that  he  dis- 
putes the  validity  of  such  devise  or  other  testamentary  disposition." 
§  65  '  enacts,  that  "  in  every  case  in  which,  in  any  siich  action  oi; 
suit,  the  original  will  shall  be  produced  and  proved,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  court  or  judge,  before  whom  such  evidence  shall  be  given, 
to  direct  by  which  of  the  parties  the  costs  thereof  shall  be  paid." 


§  1761.  In  interpreting  the  above  enactments  the  courts  have  g  I565c 
decided  several  points  of  some  importance.  And  first,  it  seems 
clear,  that  the  notice  required  need  not  specify  the  purpose  for  ♦ 
which  the  evidence  is  wanted.^  Next,  though  the  Act  directs  that 
the  notice  shall  be  given  "  to  the  opposite  party,"  that  direction 
will  be  satisfied  by  giving  it  to  his  solicitor  or  agent;  and,  indeed, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  this  will  be  the  more  convenient 
course  to  pursue.'  Thirdly,  in  stating  that  the  probate  shall  be 
"  sufficient  evidence  "  of  the  will,  the  Legislature  is  held  to  have 
meant,  that,  it  shall  be  prima  facie,  as  contradistinguished  from 
conclusive,  evidence.*     Fourthly,  the  stamp  alluded  to  in  the  Act  is 


•  See,  also,  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  ?  69,  Ir. 

^  Cope  V.  Mooney,  14  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  256;  Irwin  v.  Callwell,  12  id.  144. 
'  Barraclough  v.  Greenhongh,  36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  251;  2  Law  Rep.,   Q.   B.  612, 
S.  C. 

*  Barraclough  v.  Greenongh,  36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  251;  8  B.  &  S.  623;  and  2 
Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  612,  per  Ex.  Ch. ,  overruling  S.  C.  in  court  l)elow,  as  reported 
36  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  26;  2  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  1;  and  7  B.  &  S.  170. 
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not  required  for  the  proibate  or  letters  of  administration,  but  only 
for  the  copy  of  those  documents; '  and  lastly,  notwithstanding  the 
statute,  a  probate  will  not  be  evidenced  to  prove  the  appointment  of 
testimentary  guardians.'' 

§  1762.  The  Act  of  14  &  15  V.,  c.  105,  contains  the  following  §  1566 
remarkable  clause  respecting  the  admissibility,  and  effect  of  orders 
made  by  the  late  Poor  Law  Board,  or  by  the  present  Local  Govern^ 
ment  Board,^on  questions  touching  the  settlement,  removal,  and 
chaxgeability  of  paupers,,  .§  12  enacts,  tJiat,  "  the  guardians  of  any 
two  unions  or,  parishes,  or  the  guardi^ins  of  a  union  and  the 
guardians  of  a  pajish,  or  the  guardians  of  a  union  or  parish  and 
the  overseers  of  any  parish,  or  the  overseers  of  any  two  parishes, 
between  whom  any  question  affecting  the  settlement,  removal,  or 
chargeability  of  any  poor  person  shall  arise,  may,  if  they  think  fit 
BO  to  do,  by  agreement  in  writing  executed  in  respect  of  any 
guardians  by  sea.ling  with  their  copimon  seal,  and  in  respect  of 
overseers  by  the  ^signatures  of  a  majority  of  them,  submit  such 
question  to  the  board  for  their  decision;  and  the  board  may,  if  they 
see  fit,  entertain  such  question,  and  by  an  order  under  the  seal 
determine  the  same;  and  every  such  order  shall  be  in  all  courts, 
and  for  all  purposes,  final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties  sub- 
mitting such  question,  as  to  the  question  therein  determined." 

§  1763.  Under  the  Stamp  Act,  1870,  the  Commissioners  of  §  1567 
Inland  Revenue  are  entrusted  with  important  powers  for  resolving 
doubts  respecting  the  amount  of  stamp  duty  payable  on  particular 
instruments.  Subject  to  such  regulations  as  they  may  make,  and 
to  an  appeal  to  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  they  are  required,  at  the 
instance  of  any  person,  to  decide  whether  any  executed  instru- 
ment,— which  term  includes  any  signed  document,* — submitted  to 
them  be  chargeable  with  stamp  duty  or  not,  and  if  it  be  chargeable, 
they  must  fix  the  amount.      They  must    then    impress  upon  the 


'  Eippon  V.  Priest,  3  Fost.  &  Fin.  644,  per  Keating,  J. 
'  Cope  V.  Mooney,  14  Ir.  Law  E.,  N.  S.  256. 
'  34  &  35  v.,  c.  70,  ?  2. 
*  33  &  34  v.,  c.  97,  ?  2,  subs.  4  &  7. 
(4372) 


CHAP.  IV.  J   JUDICIAL  DOC,  HOW  FAR  EVID.  OF  FACTS  RECITED.   1501 

document  a  particular  stamp,  denoting  either  that  no  duty  is 
chargeable,  or  that  the  proper  duty  has  been  paid;  and  in  either 
event,  the  document  so  stamped  "  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  available  for  all  purposes,  notwithstanding  any  objection  relat- 
ing to  duty." '  Although  the  adjudication  of  the  commissioners 
under  these  provisions  operates  as  a  judgment  in  rem,  and  is  con- 
clusive on  strangers  as  well  as  on  parties,  it  must  be  pronounced 
before  objection  has  been  taken  to  the  reception  of  the  document  in 
evidence;  and,  consequently,  where  a  bond  had  been  rejected  at 
the  trial  as  insufficiently  stamped,  the  court  held  that  the  objection 
was  not  removed,  though  the  commissioners  afterwards,  but  before 
the  question  was  argued  in  Banc,  had  affixed  upon  the  document  a 
denoting  stamp.'' 


§  1764.  It  is  not  easy  to  lay  down  any  precise  rule  as  to  how  ?  1568 
i&r  judicial  documents  will  be  evidence  of  the /acfs  recited  in  them. 
Under  the  -Trustee  Act,  1850,  all  orders  Tvhich  are  made  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor  in  Lunacy,  or.  by  the  Chancery  Division  of  the 
High  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  or  assigning  lands,"  or  of 
releasing  or  "disposing  of  contingent  rights,  and  which  are  founded 
on  allegations  respecting  the  incapacity,  absence,  survivorship, 
death,  or  intestacy  of  any  trustee  or  mortgagee,  are  rendered  con- 
clusive  evidence  of  the  matters  contained  in  such  allegations,  in  any 
court  upon  any  question  as  to  the  legal  validity  of  any  such  order.' 
On  the  other  hand,  a  partition  order  made  under  the  now  repealed* 
Irish  Incumbered  Estates  Act,^ — though  per  se  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  make  it,  that  all  necessary  parties 
were  present,  that  a  proper  petition  was  presented,  and  that  due 
application  was  made,— furnishes  no  proof  whatever  with  respect  to 
the  title  of  the  parties,  who  are  stated  in  it  to  have  been  the 
owners  of  the  undivided  shares  in  the  property ;°  neither  is  such 
an  order  any  evidence  of  the  deeds,  wills,  or  .  other  documents 
recited  therein.' 

'  33  &  34  v.,  c.  97,  §?  18,  19. 

^  Prudential  Mutual  Assur.  Assoc,  v.  Curzon,  8  Ex.  E.  97. 

'  13  &  14  v.,  c.  60,  H4.  '  *  By  38  &  39  V.,  c.  66. 

M2  &  13  v.,  c.  77,  ?  43,  Ir. 

»  Blake  v.  Jennings,  12  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  458;  13  &  13  V.,  c.  77,  §  49,  Ir. 

'  Id. 
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§  1765.  It  seems  that  the  existence  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  J  iseg 
f  aanot  be  proved,  so  as  to  render  its  production  nnneceBsary,  by 
putting  in  a  rule  of  court  setting  it  aside.'  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  production  of  a  writ  of  supersedeas  has  on  more  than 
one  occasion  been  deemed  sufficient  evidence  both  of  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat  against  a  bankrupt,  and  of  the  fact  of  such  fiat  having  been 
superseded.^  It  has  also  been  held,  that  a  warrant  of  commitment, 
in  like  manner  with  a  conviction,^  is  evidence  to  a  certain  extent 
of  the  facts  which  it  recites;  and  therefore,  in  an  action  against  a 
justice  for  false  imprisonment,  if  the  warrant  put  in  by  the  plaintiff 
recites  the  information  on  oath  on  which  it  purports  to  have  been 
founded,  such  recital  will  relieve  the  defendant  from  the  necessity 
of  formally  proving  the  information.* 


§  1766.  The  effect  of  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  as  evidence  varies  ?  1570 
according  to  circumstances.  If  an  execution  debtor  bring  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  seizing  his  goods,  the  defendant  may  justify 
his  conduct  by  producing  the  writ  without  any  copy  of  the  judg- 
ment; but  if  the  action  be  brought  by  a  stranger,  both  the  writ 
and  the  judgment  must  be  proved.^  The  reason  for  this  distinction 
seems  to  be,  that  in  the  former  case,  the  plaintiff,  having  been  a 
party  to  the  original  action,  must  be  aware  of  the  existence  of  the 
judgment,  and  might  have  moved  to  set  it  aside,  if  it  be  open  to 
objection.*  The  rule  being  once  established,  it  applies  as  well  to  a 
case  where  the  vendee  of  the  sheriff  is  a  party,  as  where  it  is  the 
sheriff  himself,  and  where  he  is  plaintiff  as  well  as  where  he  is 
defendant.'  Perhaps,  however,  the  rule  does  not  apply,  where  the 
purchaser  from  the  sheriff  is  the  execution  creditor.* 


'  Compton  V.  Chandless,  4  Esp.  18,  per  Ld.  Ketiyon.  See,  also,  Yorke  v. 
Brown,  10  M.  &  "W.  78. 

'  Gervis  v.  Gd.  West.  Canal  Co.,  5  M.  &  Sel.  76;  Wright  v.  Colls,  8  Com. 
B.  150.  3  Ante,  ?  1669,  et  seq. 

*  Haylock  v.  Sparke,  22  L.  J,,  M.  C.  67;  1  E.  &  B.  471,  S.  C.  This  case 
seems  to  overrule  Stephens  v.  Clark,  -2  M.  &  Eob.  435,  per  Cresswell,  J.  See 
ante,  ?  728. 

*  Doe  V.  Murless,  6  M.  &  Sel.  114,  per  Bayley,  J. 
°  Id. 

'  Id.;  ante,  I  729.  8  ^^^  ^  Smith,  2  Stark.  E.  199. 
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§  1767.  The  general  admiBsibility  of  inquisitions  rests  upon  J  1571 
the  ground,  that  they  contain  the  result  of  inquiries  made  under 
competent  authority,  concerning  matters  in  which  the  public  is 
interested.'  As  such,  they  are  receivable  even  against  strangers, 
though,  as  before  observed,  they  are  far  from  being  conclusive 
evidence.''  These  documents,  since  the  abolition  of  writs  of  right, 
and  the  passing  of  the  modem  statutes  of  limitation,  have  become  - 
of  much  less  importance  than  they  formerly  were,  as  sources  of 
evidence.  They  are  still,  however,  occasionally  of  value,  especially 
in  matters  of  pedigree,'  in  questions  respecting  the  right  of  church 
patronage,  or  the  existence  or  amount  of  a  modus,  and  in  peerage 
claims. 


§  1768.  Among  the  most  important  of  them  may  be  mentioned  ?  1572 
Domesday -book,*  a  work  of  which  every  one  has  heard,  though  few 
persons  are  aware  of  its  contents.  This  book,  which  is  the  most 
ancient  inquisition  extant,  was  compiled  a  few  years  after  the 
Conquest  by  commissioners,  styled  the  Justiciaries  of  the  King, 
upon  the  oaths  of  the  sheriffs,  the  lords  of  the  manors,  the  presbyters 
of  every  church,  the  reves  of  every  hundred,  and  the  bailiffs  and  six 
villans  of  every  village.  It  contains  a  general  survey  of  all  the 
counties  of  England,  except  the  four  northern,  and  specifies  the 
names  and  local  position  of  each  place;  its  possessor  in  the  time  of 
King  Edward  the  Confessor;  its  posssssor  at  the  time  of  the 
survey;  how  many  hides  in  the  manor;  how  many  carrucates  in 
demesne;  how  many  homagers,  cotarii,  servi,  freemen,  and  tenants 
in  socage;  what  quantity  of  wood,  meadow,  and  pasture;  what 
mills  and  fish-ponds;  what  the  gross  value  in  King  Edward's 
time,  and  at  the  time  of  the  survey;  and  how  much  each  freeman 
or  sockman  had  at  these  respective  periods."     If  we  are  to   believe 


'  2  Ph.  Ev.  95.  =  Ante,  ?  1674. 

'  See  De  Roos  Peer.,  2  Coop.  545. 

*  Now  deposited  in  the  Eecord  Office.  See  ante,  §  1485.  As  to  the  mode 
of  proving  entries  contained  in  it,  see  ante,  §  1533. 

'  Those  who  wish  for  further  information  on  this  subject  are  referred  to  Sir 
H.  Ellis's  Introd.  to  Domesday,  in  two  vols. ;  Ingulphus,  ed.  Gale,  pp.  79,  80; 
Brady,  Hist,  of  Eng.  205 — 208;  Miss  Strickland's  Lives  of  Queens  of  Eng., 
vol.  i.,  pp.  91—93. 
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Ingulphus,  the  learned  Abbot  of  Croydon,  the  commissioners  were 
not  always  remarkable  for  a  strict  impartiality;'  but  be  this  as 
it  may,  Domesday-book  is  not  often  available  as  practical  evidence, 
owing  to  the  frequent  changes  of  name,  which  the  hundreds  and 
other  places  described  in  it  have  undergone  since  the  eleventh 
century;^  though  it  is  only  just  to  our  antiquaries  to  state,  that 
this  defect  has,  to  a  certain  extent,  been  remedied  by  their  learned 
labours. 


§  1769.  The  Visitation  Books,  deposited  at  the  Heralds'  College,  ^  1573 
— which  contain  the  pedigrees  and  coats  of  arms  of  the  nobility  and 
principal  gentry  in  England,  and  which  were  compiled  during  the 
16th  and  17th  centuries  by  heralds,  acting  under  commissions  from 
the  Crown,^ — have  on  many  occasions  been  admitted  in  evidence  as 
official  records  to  establish  or  defeat  pedigrees  and  peerage  claims;* 
but  in  some  cases,  the  House  of  Lords  has  first  required  the  pro- 
duction of  the  commission  under  which  the  visitation  was  made.^ 
It  appears  that  copies  of  these  visitations  have  been  uniformly 
rejected;"  though  it  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  ground,  if  the 
originals  can  be  regarded  as  public  official  documents.' 

§  1769a.  It  may  here  be  stated,  as  the  question  has  recently 
been  under  the  notice  of  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  report 
of  a  committee  appointed  by  a  public  department  in  a  foreign  State, 
though  addressed  to  that  department  and  acted  on  by  the  Govern- 


'  Ingnlplras,  ed.  Gale,  p.  79.  His  words  are,  "  Isti  penes  nostrum  monas- 
terium  benevoli  et  amantes,  non  ad  verumpreiium  nee  ad  verum  spatium  monas- 
terium  librabant,  misericorditer  praecaventes  in  futurum  regiis  exactionibus,  et 
aliis  oneribus,  piissima  nobis  benevolentia  providentes. " 

2  Sir  A.  Ellis's  Introd.  vol.  i.,  p.  34. 

»  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  541,  542.    See  ante,  ?  657. 

•  Matthews?).  Port,  Comb.  63;  Pitton  v.  "Walter,  1  Str.  162;  Leigh  Peer., 
1829,  part  2,  138;  De  Lisle  Peer.,  Min.  Ev.  12;  Tracy  Peer.,  Min.  Ev.  18. 

^  Hubb,  Ev.  of  Sue.  546,  etseq.,  and  cases  there  cited.  See,  also,  Shrews- 
bury Peer.,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  9,  27,  34. 

^  Matthews  v.  Port,  Comb.  63;  Ld.  Thanet  v.  Forster,  T.  Jones,  224;  Hubb. 
Ev.  of  Sue.  548. 

'  See,  ante,  ?§  1598,  1599.  As  io  the  admissibility  of  other  books  kept  at 
the  Heralds'  College,  see  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  538—566. 
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ment,  is  not  necessarily  admissible  in  the  Courts  here,  as  evidence 
of  all  the  facts  stated  therein.' 


§  1770.  The  Down  Survey,  which  was  made  during  the  reign  of  ?  1574 
Charles  II.,  is  rendered  conclusive  by  statute^  as  to  the  boundaries 
of  what  are  called  "the  old  and  new  interests,"  that  is,  of  the  lands 
apportioned  between  the  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  Ireland  and  the 
English  and  Scotch  settlers;  and  it  is  also  admissible  in  evidence 
as  a  public  document  on  all  questions  between  any  persons 
respecting  the  matters  stated  in  it.'  The  Books  of  Distributions, 
too,  though  they  are  only  abstracts  of  this  fawous  survey,  will  be 
received  in  evidence,  as  having  been  compiled  under  puplic  authority, 
and  being  preserved  among  the  records  of  a  public  office.*  But  the 
Ordnance  Survey  in  Ireland,  though  notoriously  drawn  up  with: 
great  care  and  accuracy,  is  not  regarded  by  the  courts  of  law  as  a 
public  document,  and  it  is  consequently  inadmissible. °  Still, 
surveys  and  maps,  even  when  they  cannot  be  treated  as  public 
documents,  will  occasionally  be  received  in  evidence,  as  admissions 
of  persons  in  privity  with  those  against  whom  they  are  tendered.* 

§  1771.  It  here  deserves  notice  that  every  order,  made  in  Ireland 
by  the  Lord  Lieutenant  and  Council  under  any  of  the  modern 
statutes  for  defining  the  boundaries  of  Irish  Counties  and  other 
divisions  and  denominations  of  land,  is  in  itself  "conclusive 
.evidence  of  every  fact  and  circumstance  necessary  to  authorise  the 

'  Sturla  V.  Freccia,  L.  R.,  5  App.  Cas.  623;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  86,  in  Dom.  Pr.  S. 
C.  This  case  deserves  attentive  perusal,  as  containing  several  able  judgments 
respecting  an  interesting  branch  of  the  law. 

M4  &  15  C.  2,  c.  2,  Ir. ;  17  &  38  C.  2,  c.  2,  ?  5,  Ir. 

'  Abp.  of  Dublin  v.  Ld.  Trimleston,  12  Ir.  Eq.  R.  251 ;  Tisdall  v.  Pamell,  14 
Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  1. 

*  Poole  V.  Griffith,  15  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  239,  280;  confirming  Knox  v.  Ld. 
Mayo,  7  Ir.  Eq.  R.,  N.  S.  563,  per  Napier  Ch.;  9  Id.  199,  201,  S.  C;  and 
Spaight  V.  Twiss,  14  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  516;  and  overruling  on  this  point  Abp. 
of  Dublin  v.  Ld.  Trimleston,  12  Ir.  Eq.  R.  251.  See  Abp.  of  Dublin  v.  Ld. 
Trimleston,  as  to  when  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Claims  are  admissible. 

^  Swift  V.  M'Tiernan,  11  Ir.  Eq.  R.  602,  per  Brady,  Ch. ;  Tisdall  v.  Parnell, 
14  Ir.  Law  R.,  N.  S.  1,  27,  28,  per  Pigot,  C.  B. 

*  Earl  V.  Lewis,  1  Esp.  1;  Pollard  v.  Scott,  Pea.  R.  19;  Wakeman  v.  "West,  7 
C.  &  P.  479;  Doe  v.  Lakin,  id.  481. 
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making  thereof,"  and  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  made  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Acts.'  It  may  also  be  con- 
clusively proved  by  any  copy  "  purporting  to  be  certified  as  a  true 
copy"  by  the  clerk  of  the  Privy  Council,  or  by  a  printed  copy 
published  in  the  Dublin  Gazette.^  A  copy,  too,  of  any  map  referred 
to  in  any  such  order,  or  of  any  part  of  such  map,  purporting  to  be 
certified  as  a  true  copy  by  such  clerk,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
original  map  or  the  part  thereof  of  which  it  purports  to  be  a  copy.' 

§  1772.  Old  ecclesiastical  terriers, — which  are  returns  of  the  I  1575 
temporal  possessions  o J  the  ch  urch  in  every  parish,  made  from  time 
to  time  by  virtue  of  the  87th  canon,  and  deposited  in  the  bishop's 
registry,  or  the  registry  of  the  archdeacon  of  the  diocese,  or  occa- 
sionally, in  the  chest  of  the  parish  church, — are  receivable  in 
evidence,  when  proved  to  have  come  from  the  proper  repository.* 
Their  admissibility  appears  to  rest,  partly,  upon  the  official 
character  of  the  statements  they  contain,  but  principally,  upon  the 
ground  that  they  are  admissions  by  persons,  who  stood  in  privity 
with  the  litigants.^  Returns  made  by  the  incumbents  of  livings  in 
answer  to  queries  sent  to  them  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  for  the 
information  of  the  Governors  of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty,  will  also  be 
admissible  in  evidence,  on  the  same  principle  as  inquisitions,  where 
the  question  relates  to  the  rights  of  the  Church.^ 

§  1773.  Copies  of  Court  Rolls;  and  especially  presentments  of  j  1576 
manor  courts,  are, — as  already  pointed  out,' — admissible  in  evidence, 
to  prove  either  the  customs  or  bounds  of  a  manor,  or  any  other 
matters  of  public  and  general  int^est  connected  with  a  manor, 
which  are  capable  of  being  proved  by  evidence  of  reputation. 
Moreover,  copies  of  court  rolls,  purporting  to  be  surrenders  of 
property  by  a  person  proved  to  be  then  in  possession,  and  admit- 
tances accordingly,  will,  in  an  action  by  the  surrenderee  wherein 


1  35  &  36  v.,  c.  48,  ?  3,  Ir. 

'  ?  3.  .  3  J  4_ 

*  1  St.  Ev.  238,  239;  B.  N.  P.  248.  The  repository  need  not  be  the  most 
'proper  place  of  deposit.  See,  ante,  §?  659,  et  seq.,  and  Croughton  v.  Blake,  12 
M.  &  W.  208.  5  2  pij  Ev.  120. 

«  Carr  v.  Mostyn,  5  Ex.  E.  69.  '  Ante,  U  612,  613,  623. 
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his  ownership  is  disputed,  be  good  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
the  manor,  and  of  such  property  being  within  it.'  As  between 
surrender  and  surrenderee,  a  presentment  of  an  admittance  upon 
a  surrender  out  of  court  is  primary  evidence  of  the  surrenderee's 
title,  without  producing  the  original  surrender.^ 


§  1774'  The  principles  on  which  official  registers  are  entitled  to  ?  1577 
credit  have  already  been  explained;*  and  it  is  here  only  necessary 
to  add,  that  they  are  admissible  as  competent  evidence  of  the  facts 
they  contain,  provided  such  facts  be  required  by  law  to  be  recorded 
in  them  for  the  public  benefit,  and  be  necessarily  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  registering  officer.  Thus,  a  marriage  register  is 
evidence,  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the  marriage,  but  of  the  time  of  its 
celebration;  for  both  these  facts  must  have  been' known  to  the 
clergyman  making  the  entry,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  state  them 
correctly  in  the  register.'  So,  a  register  of  baptism  is  evidence  of 
that  fact,  and  of  its  date;  but  it  furnishes  no  proof  of  the  age  of 
the  party,  further  than  that  he  was  born  at  such  date,  even  though 
it  state  the  day  of  his  birth.*  Neither,  taken  per  se,  is  it  any 
evidence  of  the  place  where  the  child  was  born,  although,  if  other 
circumstances  be  proved,  as  that  the  child  at  the  time  of  baptism 
was  very  young,  or  had  since  been  removed  to  the  parish  where  the 
register  was  kept,  or  relieved  by  such  parish  while  living  beyond 
its  limits,  it  may  then,  in  connexion  with  these  facts,  afford  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  the  place  of  birth.'  It  seems,  too,  that  if  the 
register  contains  a  statement  that  the  child  was  illegitimate,  it  may 

'  Standen  v.  Chrismas,  10  Q.  B.  135. 

^  Doe  V.  Olley  12  A.  &  E.  481.  See,  also,  Doe  v.  Hall,  16  East,  208;  Doe  v. 
Mee,  4  B.  &  Ad.  617;  E.  u.  Thurscross,  1  A.  &  E.  126. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  §  493,  in  some  part. 

*  Ante,  ?  1591. 

5  Doe  V.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  386,  389,  per  Ld.  Denman;  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86, 
?  38,  cited  ante,  p.  1368,  n.  1;  E.  v.  Hawes,  1  Den.  270.  As  to  Quaker  mar- 
riages, see  35  &  36  V.,  c.  10. 

^  E.  V.  Clapham,  4  C.  &  P.  29,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  Burghart  v.  Angerstein, 
6  C.  &  P.  690,  696,  per  Alderson,  B. ;  Wihen  v.  Law,  3  Stark.  E.  63,  per 
Bayley,  J. 

'  E.  V.  North  Petherton,  5  B.  &  C.  508,  510;  E.  Lubbenham,  5  B.  &  Ad.  968; 
E.  V.  St.  Katharine,  id.  970,  u.     See  E.  v.  Crediton,  27  L.  J.,  M.  C.  265. 
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be  read  as  some  proof  of  that  fact,  being  regarded  as  evidence  of  the 
reputation  in  the  parish.' 

§  1775.  Registers  of  births  and  deaths,  under  the  Eegistration  ^  ^^^^ 
Act  of  1836,^  as  amended  by  the  "  Births  and  Deaths  Eegistration 
Act,  1874,"  '  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  at  all,  unless  the  entries 
purport  to  be  signed  in  accordance  with  the  prescribed  rules.  On 
proof,  however,  that  the  requirements  of  the  Acts  have  been  duly 
complied  with,  the  entries,  or  certified  copies  of  them,  become  evi- 
dence, not  only  of  the  births '  and  deaths  to  which  they  relate,  but 
of  the  place  where  these  events  occurred,  whenever  by  the  direction 
of  the  Registrar-General  that  fact  has  been  addedto  the  entry  ;^  but 

'  Cope  V.  Cope,  1  M.  &  Eob.  271,  276,  per  Alderson,  J. 

2  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  86,  ?  38,  cited  ante,  p.  1368,  n.  1. 

'  37  &  38  v.,  c.  88,  §  38,  enacts,  that  "  an  entry  or  certified  copy  of  an  entry 
of  a  birth  or  death  in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Eegistration  Acts, 
1836  to  1874,  or  in  a  certified  copy  of  such  a  register,  shall  not  be  evidence  of 
such  birth  or  death,  unless  such  entry  either  purports  to  he  signed  by  some 
person  professing  to  be  the  informant,  and  to  be  such  a  person  as  is  required  by 
law  at  the  date  of  such  entry  to  give  to  the  registrar  information  concerning 
such  birth  or  death,  or  purports  to  be  made  upon  a  certificate  from  a  coroner, 
or  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  registration  of 
births  and  deaths  at  sea. 

"When  more  than  three  months  have  intervened  between  the  day  of  the 
birth  and  the  day  of  the  registration  of  the  birth  of  any  child,  the  entry  or 
certified  copy  of  the  entry  made  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  of  the 
birth  of  such  child  in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Registration  Acts, 
1836  to  1874,  or  in  a  certified  copy  of  such  a  register,  shall  not  be  evidence  of 
such  birth,  unless  such  entry  purports,  (a. )  if  it  appear  that  not  more  than 
twelve  months  have  so  intervened,  to  be  signed  by  the  superintendent  registrar 
as  well  ashy  the  registrar;-  or,  (b.)  if  more  than  twelve  months  have  so  inter- 
vened, to  have  been  made  with  the  authority  of  the  Eegistrar-General,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  prescribed  rules.  "Where  more  than  twelve  months  have 
intervened  between  the  day  of  a  death  or  the  finding  of  a  dead  body  and  the 
day  of  the  registration  of  the  death  or  the  finding  of  such  body,  the  entry  or 
certified  copy  of  the  entry  made  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  of  a  death 
in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Eegistration  Acts,  1836  to  1874,  or 
in  a  certified  copy  of  such  register,  shall  not  be  evidence  of  such  death,  unless 
such  entry  purports  to  have  been  made  with  the  authority  of  the  Eegistrar- 
General,  and  in  accordance  with  the  prescribed  rules." 

*  In  the  case  In  re  Wintle.  9  Law  Eep. ,  Eq.  373,  Ld.  Eomilly  is  reported  to 
have  held  that  u,  birth  register  was  not  evidence  of  the  date  of  birth;  but 
this  ruling  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to  follow  implicitly. 

^  7  "W.  &  1  v.,  c.  22,  ?  8,  enacts,  that  "it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Registrar- 
General,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  to  direct  that  the  place  of  birth  or  death  of  any 
person,  whose  birth  or  death  shall  be  registered  under  the  said  Act  for  register, 
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the  register  books  kept  under  the  Registration  of  Burials  Act,  1864, 
are  simply  "  evidence  of  the  burials  entered  therein."  ' 


§  1775a..  The  Register  of  Patents, — which  is  kept  at  the  Patent 
Office,  and  which  contains  "  the  names  and  addresses  of  grantees 
of  patents,  notifications  of  assignments  and  of  transmissions  of 
patents,  of  licenses  under  patents,  and  of  amendments,  extensions 
and  revocations  of  patents,  and  such  other  matters  affecting  the 
validity  or  proprietorship  of  patents  as  may  from  time  to  time  be 
prescribed," — is  prima  facie  evidence  of  any  matters  by  "  The 
Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks  Act,  1883, "  directed  or 
authorised  to  be  inserted  therein.^  The  same  law  applies  to  the 
Register  of  Designs,  and  the  Register  of  Trade  Marks,  which  are 
respectively  kept  in  the  same  office;'  and  with  respect  to  the 
Register  of  Trade  Marks  the  Act  further  provides,  that  the  regis- 
tration of  a  person  as  proprietor  of  such  mark  shall,  for  the  first 
five  years,  be  prima  facie  evidence,  and,  after  that  date,  be  con- 
clusive evidence,  of  his  right  to  its  exclusive  use,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act.*  It  deserves  notice,  that  the  three  Registers 
mentioned  above  must  be  deemed  to  include  all  similar  registers, 
which  have  hitherto  been  kept  under  any  repealed  enactment.* 

§  1776.  Again,  the  daily  books  of  a  public  prison  are  good  evi-  ?  157" 
dence  to  prove  the  time  of  a  prisoner's  commitment  or  discharge," 
but  not  the  cause  of  his  commitment.'  So,  the  log-book  of  a 
convoy  man-of-war,  transferred  from  the  Admiralty  to  the  Record 
Office,*  is  evidence  to  prove  the  time  of  jailing  and  the  general 
motions  of  the  fleet.^     So,  the  books  of  the  Sick  and  Hurt  Office, 


ing  births,  deaths,  and  marriages,  shall  be  added  to  the  entry,  in  such  manner 
as  the  Registrar-General  shall  direct;  and  such  addition,  when  so  made,  shall 
be  taken  to  all  intents  to  be  part  of  the  entry  in  the  register."      . 

'  27  &  28  v.,  c.  97,  ?  5. 

M6  &  47  v.,  c.  57,  ?  23. 

'  Id.  ?§  55,  78.  *  Id.  §  76. 

*  Id.  §  114. 

^  E.  V.  Aiokles,  1  Lea.  191. 

'  Salte  V.  Thomas,  3  B.  &  P.  188.  «  See  ante,  ?  1485. 

'  D' Israeli  v.  Jowett,  1  Esp.  427;  Watson  v.  King,  4  Camp.  275. 
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and  the  muster- books  of  the  Navy  Office,  which  are  now  under  the 
custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls/  are  admissible  to  prove  the 
death  of  a  sailor,  and  the  time  when  it  occurred;  ^  and  the  latter 
books  may  also  be  read  to  show  what  ship  the  sailor  belonged  to, 
and  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  him.^  So,  lighthouse 'journals 
have  been  admitted  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty  as  official  books,  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  the  State  of  the  wind  and  weather  as  regis- 
tered therein.*  In  all  these  and  similar  cases,  the  register  does  not 
prove  the  identity  of  the  parties  there  named  with  the  parties  in 
question ;  but  that  fact  must  be  established  by  other  proof,  though 
slight  evidence  will  in  most  cases  suffice.^ 

§  1777.  Land-tax  assessment  are,  it  seems,  admissible  to  prove  J  1573 
the  assessment  of  the  taxes  upon  the  individuals  and  for  the  pro- 
perty therein  mentioned;  and,  perhaps,  they  may  be  taken,  in  con- 
nexion with  other  facts,  as  some  evidence  of  occupation  or  seisin.' 
So,  the  valuation  lists  of  property  in  the  Metropolis  are,  for  many 
purposes,  conclusive  evidence  of  the  gross  and  rateable  value  of  the 
hereditaments  included  therein,  and  of  the  fact  that  all  requisite 
hereditaments  have  been  inserted.'  So,  the  poor-law  valuations  in 
Ireland  have  been  received  on  one  or  two  occasions  as  some  evidence 
of  the  value  of  the  lands  comprised  in  them;*  and  indeed,  they 
furnish  sufficient  statutory  proof    of  the  "  annual  value  "  of  such 


1  See  ante,  ?  1485. 

^  Wallace  v.  Cook,  5  Esp.  117;  R.  v.  Rhodes,  1  Lea.  24;  Barber  v.  Holmes, 
3  Esp.  190.  See  Heathcote's  Divorce,  1  Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  277,  where 
a  log-book  being  produced  to  prove  that  an  oiScer  of  the  ship  was  at  a  certain 
place  at  a  given  time,  the  House  of  Lords  required  further  evidence  of  that 
fact. 

^  R.  V.  Fitzgerald,  1  Lea.  20;  R.  v.  Rhodes,  id.  24. 

*  The  Marie  das  Dorias,  32  L.  J.,  Pr.  Mat.  &  Adm.  163,  per  Dr.  Lushington: 
B.  &  Lush.  Adm.  R.  27,  S.  C.  nom.  The  Maria  das  Dores. 

^  Birt  V.  Barlow,  1  Doug.  170;  Bain  v.  Mason,  1  C.  &  P.  202,  203,  n.; 
Barber  v.  Holmes,  3  Esp.  190;  Wedgwood's  case,  8  Greenl.  75. 

«  Doe  V.  Seaton,  2  A.  &  E.  170,  178;  Doe  v.  Arkwright,  id.  182,  n.;  5  C.  & 
P.  575;  1  N.  &  M.  731,  S.  C;  Doe  v.  Cartwright,  Ry.  &  M.  62;  1  C.  &  P. 
218,  S.  C. ;  Ronkendorff  v.  Taylor,  4  Pet.  349,  360. 

'  32  &  33  v.,  c.  67,  ?  45. 

«  Swift  V.  M'Tiernan,  11  Ir.  Eq.  R.  602,  per  Brady,  Ch.;  Welland  v.  Ld. 
Middleton,  id.  603,  per  Sugden,  Ch.  See  23  &  24  V.,  c.  4,  ?  9,  Ir.,  ante, 
p.  1371,  n.  4. 
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lands  in  all  cases  in  ■which  that  question  may  be  raised  before  the 
Civil  Bill  Court.'  So,  under  "  The  Eepresentation  of  the  People 
Act,  1867,^  it  has  been  held,  that  the  rate-book  is  some,  but  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  "  rateable  value"  of  premises  sufficient 
to  qualify  an  occupier  to  be  registered  as  a  voter.'  So,  the 
rate  books  of  an  Irish  poor  law  union  are  prima  facie,  but  not 
conclusive,  evidence  of  the  liability  of  a  person  rated  therein  as 
immediate  lessor.*  Again,  the  bank-books  are  admissible,  and 
indeed  the  best  evidence,  to  prove  the  transfer  of  stock.^  The 
books,  too,  kept  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  consoli- 
dated stock,'  and  the  registers  kept  in  pursuance  of  "  The  Colonial 
Stock  Act,  1877,"  '  are  respectively  evidence  of  all  matters  therein 
severally  entered,  and  of  the  title  of  the  owners  of  any  such  stock. 
So,  some  of  the  official  documents  relating  to  parliamentary  or 
municipal  elections  are,  under  specified  restrictions,  renidered,  by 
the  Ballot  Act,  1872,  admissible  in  evidence  of  certain  particulars." 
An  entry  in  a  vestry-book,  stating  the  election  of  a  treasurer 
of  the  parish  at  a  vestry  duly  held  in  pursuance  of  notice,  is 
evidence  of  the  election,  and  of  its  regularity.'  So,  in  an 
action  for  disturbing  the  plaintifP  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  pevr, 
claimed  in  right  of  his  messuage,  an  old  entry  in  the  vestry-book, 
signed  by  the  churchwardens,  stating  that  the  pew  had  been  repaired 
by  a  former  owner  of  the  messuage,  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed,  in  consideration  of  his  using  it,  was  held  to  be  evidence  in 
support  of  the  plaintiff 's  right,  as  having  been  made  by  the  church'- 
wardens  within  the  scope  of  their  official  authority.'"  But  old  entries 
in  a  vestry-book,  made  by  a  churchwarden  apparently  not  in  the 


'  40  &  41  v.,  c.  56,  ??31,  32. 

'^  30  &  31  V.  c.  102,  §  6,  subs.  2. 

'  Cooke  V.  Butler,  2  Hop.  &  Colt.  22. 

*  Castlebar  Guardians  v.  Ld.  Lucan,  13  Ir.  Law  E.,  44. 

'  Breton  v.  Cope,  Pea.  B.  30;  Marsh  v.  Coluett,  2  Esp.  665. 

«  32  &  33  v.,  c.  102,  ?  13.  '  40  &  41  V.,  c.  59,  §  17. 

*  35  &  36  v.,  e.'33,  Sch.  1,  Part  1,  rr.  38—43,  and  Part  2,  r.  64.     See  E.  v 
Beardsall,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  452;  45  L.,  J.,  M.  C.  157,  S.  C. 

'  E.  V.  Martin,  2  Camp.  100;  Hartley  v.  Cook,  5  C.  &  P.  441. 

'"  Price  V.  Littlewood,  3  Camp.  288,  per  Ld.  EUenborough.  This  case  has 
been  questioned  by  Ld.  Blackburn  in  Sturla  v.  Freccia,  L.  E.,  5  App.  Cas.  646, 
in  Dom.  Proc;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  97,  S.  C. 
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discharge  of  any  public  duty,  and  by  which  he  was  not  charged 
himself,  have  been  rejected.' 

§  1778.  Besides  the  instances  given  above,  the  Legislature  has  on  ?  1579 
many  occasions  interposed,  and  expressly  made  official  registers 
evidence.  For  instance,  every  register  of  a  British  ship,  and  every 
examined,  or  certified  copy  of  such  register,  is,  by  virtue  of  §  107  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  receivable  in  evidence  as  prima 
facie  proof  of  all  matters  contained  or  recited  therein,^  and  conse- 
quently, of  the  fact  that  the  ship  registered  as  a  British  vessel,'  and 
of  the  ownership  of  such  vessel.*  So,  all  entries  made  in  any 
official  log-book,  as  directed  by  the  same  Act,  are  receivable  in  evi- 
dence "  in  any  proceeding  in  any  court  of  justice,  subject  to  all  just 
exceptions."  *  Again,  in  certain  proceedings  under  "  The  Sea 
Fisheries  Acts,  1868  and  1883,"  the  register  of  sea-fishing  boats 
furnishes  "  conclusive  evidence  that  the  persons  registered  at  any 
date  as  owners  of  such  a  boat  were  at  that  date  owners  thereof,  and 
that  the  boat  is  a  British  sea-fishing  boat."°  Under  "the 
Local  Loans  Act,  1875,"  the  registers  of  nominal  securities,  which 
are  provable  by  certified  copies  or  extracts,  are  rendered  "  evidence 
of  any  matters  authorised  to  be  inserted  thererein."  '  The  registers 
too,  of  members,  which  are  kept  in  pursuance  of  the  companies 
Act,  1862,  are  made  prima  facie  evidence  of  any  matters  by  that 
Act  directed  or  authorised  to  be  inserted  therein;  °  that  is,  they  are 
evidence,  among  other  particulars,  of  the  names,  addresses,  and 
occupations  of  the  members, — of  the  shares  or  amount  of  stock 
held  by  each  member,  distinguishing  each  share  by  its  number, — of 


'  Cooke  V.  Banks,  2  C.  &  P.  478. 

i'  17  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  J  107,  and  18  &  19  V.,  c.  91,  ?  15,  both  cited  ante, 
?  1604,  n.  1.  See  Myers  v.  Willis,  17  Com.  B.  77;  18  Com.  B.  886,  S.  C; 
The  Princess  Charlotte,  B.  &  Lush.  Adm.  E.  75.  See,  also,  Leary  v.  Lloyd, 
29  L.  J.,  M.  C.  194;  3  E.  &  E.  178,  S.  C. 

'  E.  V.  Bjornsen,  L.  &  Cave,  545;  10  Cox,  74;  34  L.  J.,  M.  C.  180,  S.  C. 

*  Hibbs  u.  Eoss,  1  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  534;  35  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  193;  and  7  B.  & 
S.  655,  S.  C. 

M7  &  18  v.,  c.  104,  ?  285.  See  §?  280  284  of  same  Act;  also  The 
Henry  Coxon,  47  L.  J.,  Adm.  83;  L.  E.  3  P.  D.  156,  S.  C. 

"  31  &  32  v.,  c.  45,  i  24;  46  &  47  V.,  c.  22,  §  8. 

'  38  &  39  v.,  e.  83,  U  23,  24. 

8  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §  37. 
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the  amount  paid  or  agreed  to  be  considered  as  paid  on  the  shares 
of  each  member, — of  the  date  at  which  the  name  of  any  person  was 
entered  in  the  register  as  a  member, — and  of  the  date  at  which  any 
person  ceased  to  be  a  member.'  So,  the  registers  of  licenses 
granted  in  respect  of  the  metropolitan  public  carriages,  would  seem, 
by  statute,  to  be  sufficient  proof  of  all  things  therein  contained.^ 
So,  where  a  licence  has  been  granted  in  Ireland  for  the  formation  of 
an  oytter.bed,  a  copy  of  such  licence,  certified  under  the  hand  of  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  with  whom  the  original  is  lodged,  is  evidence  that 
such  licence  was  duly  granted,  and  that  all  preliminary  matters  were 
rightly  performed.^  So,  the  registers  of  copyrights  are  made  "prima 
facie  proof  of  the  proprietorship  or  assignment  of  copyright  or  licence 
as  therein  expressed,"  and,  "  in  the  case  of  dramatic  or  musical  pieces, 
are  prima  facie  proof  of  the  right  of  representation  or  performance."* 


§  1779.  Under  "  The  Contagious  Diseases,  Animals,  Act,  1874,"  ?  1579a 
"An  order  of  the  Privy  Council,  or  of  a  local  authority,  declaring  a 
place  or  area  to  be  an  infected  place  or  area,  or  a  place  or  area,  or 
a  portion  of  an  area,  to  be  free  from  disease,  or  cancelling  a 
declaration,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  to  all  intents  of  the 
existence  or  past  existence  or  cessation  of  the  disease,  or  of  the 
error,  and  of  any  other  matter  whereon  the  order  proceeds."  ^ 

§  1780.  Again,  certified  copies  of  the  memorials  filed  at  the  §  1580 
office  of  Inland  Revenue  by  banking  copartnerships,  are  receivable 
in  evidence,  "  as  proof  of  the  appointment  and  authority  of  the 
public  officers  named  in  such  account  or  return,  and  also  of  the  fact, 
that  all  persons  named  therein  as  members  of  such  corporations  or 
copartnership,  were  members  thereof  at  the  date  of  such  account 
or  return." '     If  these  memorials  have  not  been  filed  within  the 


•  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  ??  25,  29. 

'^  6  &  7  v.,  c.  86,  ?  16,  cited  ante,  §  1608,  n.  4.     See,  also,  16  &  17  V.,  c.  112, 
?  12,  Ir. 
'  29  &  30  v.,  c.  97,  ?  12,  Jr.;  32  &  33  V.,  c.  92,  ?  14,  Ir. 

*  5  &  6  v.,  c.  45,  ?  11,  cited  ante,  ?  1511,  n.  4;  25  &  26  V.,  c.  68,  ?  5;  and 
7  &  8  v.,  e  12,  ?  8. 

Ml  &  42  v.,  c.  74,  ?  28,  subs.  5. 
6  7  G.  4,  c.  46,  U  4,  6;  ante,  ?  1606. 
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time  limited  by  the  Act,  they  cannot  be  received  in  evidence;' 
and  when  they  are  admissible,  they  by  no  means  preclude  parties 
from  having  recourse  to  other  proof  of  the  facts  contained  in 
them.^ 


§  1781.  The  admissibility  of  the  books  of  corporations  depen(j8,  ?  1581 
at  common  law,  on  the  nature  of  the  acts  recorded.  If  these  are 
obviously  of  a  public  character,  and  the  entries  have  been  made  by 
the  proper  officer,  they  will  be  received  in  evidence  either  for  or 
against  the  corporations;'  but  if  they  relate  to  the  private  transac- 
tions of  the  corporate  body,  they  will  be  admissible,  except, 
perhaps,  in  actions  between  their  own  members.*  At  common  law, 
these  books,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  entries,  can  seldom  be 
adduced  by  the  corporation,  in  support  of  its  own  claims  against  a 
stranger;*  but  by  the  statute  law  such  books  are  not  unfrequently 
rendered  admissible.  Thus,  the  minu^s  of  all  resolutions  and 
proceeding-s  of  general  meetings  of  the  companies  registered  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  and  of  the  directors  or  managers  of  such 
companies,  provided  they  purport  to  be  signed,  either  by  the  pre- 
siding chairman,  or  by  the  chairman  of  the  next  succeeding  meet- 
ing, are  prima  facie  evidence,  not  only  of  the  facts  therein  entered, 
but  of  the  meetings  having  been  duly  held  and  convened.'  The 
Elementary  Education  Act,  1870,  contains  similar  provisions  with 
respect  to  the  minutes  of  meetings  held  by  a  school  board  under 
Ihat  statute.'     So,  the  registers  of  shareholders  in  companies  sub- 

'  Prescott  V.  Buflfery,  1  Com.  B.  41. 

2  Edwards  v.  Buchanan,  3  B.  &  Ad.  788;  R.  v.  Carter,  1  Den.  65. 

'  E.  V.  Mothei;sell,  1  Str.  93;  Thetford's  case,  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16;  2 
Camp.  101,  n. 

*  Marriage  v.  Lawrence,  3  E.  &  A.  144 ;  Gibbon's  case,  17  How.  St.  Tr. 
810. 

''  London  v.  Lynn,  1  H.  Bl.|214,  n.  s. ;  Corp.  ofWaterford  v.  Price,  9  Ir.  Law 
E.  310;  Com.  v.  "Woelper,  3  Serg.  &  E.  29;  Highland  Turnp.  Co.  v.  McKean, 
10  Johns.  154. 

«  25  &  26  v.,  c.  89,  §  67,  cited  ante,  §  1596,  n.  2.  See  ?  154  of  the  same 
Act,  which  enacts,  that  "where  any  company  is  being  wound  up,  all  books, 
accounts,  and  documents  of  the  company,  and  of  the  liquidators  [appointed 
under  the  Act],  shall,  as  between  the  contributories  of  the  company,  be  prim4 
facie  evidence  of  the  truth  of  all  matters  purporting  to  be  therein  recorded.') 
See,  also.  Fox's  case,  re  Moseley  Green  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  Lim.,  3  De  Gex,  J.  & 
S.  465.  '  33  &  34  v.,  c.  75,  §  30,  subs.  4. 

(4386) 


CHAP.  IV.1      MINUTES  OF  MEETINGS,  HOW  AND  WHEN  SIGNED.         1515 

Ject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
furnish  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  defendant  being  a  shareholder, 
and  of  the  number  and  amount  of  his  shares,  in  all  actions  for  calls 
brought  by  the  company.'  Parliament  having,  in  the  above  in- 
stances, disregarded  the  common-law  rule,  which  prohibits  a  man 
from  producing  his  own  books  as  evidence  for  himself,  the  courts 
will  take  care,  before  they  permit  a  company  to  avail  itself  of  such 
an  exceptional  privilege,  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  con- 
ferring the  privilege  have  been  strictly  complied  with.^  Besides 
these  examples,  a  great  variety  of  semi-public  books  and  documents 
might  be  mentioned,  the  admissibility  and  efPect  of  which  depend 
upon  special  legislative  enactment;  but  as  the  most  important  of 
>these  have  already  been  incidentally  noticed  while  discussing  the 
mode  of  proving  public  documents,  it  is  not  deemed  expedient 
again  to  advert  to  them. 

§  1782.  A  rule  of  law  of  some  practical  value  has  of  late  years  g  1582 
been  established  respecting  the  mode  of  signing  books,  which  con- 
tain entries  of  the  proceedings  of  commissioners,  directors  of  com- 
panies, public  trustees,  and  the  like,  at  their  general  meetings.  By 
a  great  variety  of  statutes,  such  books  are  rendered  admissible  as 
evidence  of  the  proceedings  entered  in  them;  but  it  not  unfre- 
quently  happens  that  the  Act  contains  a  clause  directing  the  chair- 
man to  subscribe  his  name  to  the  minutes  at  each  meeting.  Not- 
withstanding this  clause,  the  courts  have  held,  that  the  fact  of  the 
signature  being  attached  at  the  meeting,  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  admissibility  of  the  entry,  provided  it  has  been  signed  at 
some  future  time  by  the  person  who  actually  presided  as  chairman.^ 


1  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16,  ?  28.  See  Waterford  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wolsely,  1  Ir.  Law  R., 
N.  S.  444. 

'  Bain  v.  Whitehaven  &Furness  Junct.  Ey.  Co.,  3  H.  of  L.  Cas.  22,perLd. 
Brougham;  Birkenhead,  Lane.  &  Chest.  Junct.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Brownrigg,  4  Ex.  R. 
426;  Lond.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  McMichael,  5  Ex.  E.  855;  "West  Cornwall 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Mowatt,  15  Q.  B.  521.  See  Inglis  v.  Gt.  North.  Ry.  Co.,  IMacq. 
So.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  112,  117,  118;  Waterford,  Wexf.  Wickl.  &  Dubl.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Pidcock,  8  Ex.  E.  279. 

^  Southampton  Dock  Co.  u.  Eichards,  1  M.  &  Gt.  448;  Miles  v.  Bough,  3 
Q.  B.  845;  3  G.  &  D.  119,  S.  C;  In  re  Jennings,  1  Ir.  Eq.  E.,  N.  S.  236.  See 
33&.34  v.,  c.  75,  2  30,  subs.  4.     See,  also,  Inglis  v.  Gt.  North.  Ey.  Co.,  1 
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Considering  the  loose  manner  in  which  the  directions  contained  in 
local  and  personal  Acts  are  usually  followed,  this  ruling  has  at  least 
the  advantage  of  being  highly  convenient;  and  regarded  in  that 
light,  it  was,  in  the  year  1873,  and  again  in  the  year  1882,  almost 
entirely  adopted  by  the  Legislature,  in  the  enactments  respectively 
passed  for  facilitating  the  proof  of  proceedings  of  Municipal  Cor- 
porations.' 

§  1783.  Section  22  of  the  last-mentioned  Act  enacts,  in  subs.  5, 
that  "a  minute  of  proceedings  at  a  meeting  of  the  council,  or  of  a 
committee,  signed  at  the  same  or  the  next  ensuing  meeting,  by  the 
mayor,  or  by  a  member  of  the  council,  or  of  the  committee, 
describing  himself  as,  or  appearing  to  be,  chairman  of  the  meeting 
at  which  the  minute  is  signed,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  without 
further  proof ; "  and  subs.  6  further  enacts,  that  "until  the  con- 
trary is  proved,  every  meeting  of  the  council  or  of  a  committee,  in 
respect  of  the  proceedings  whereof  a  minute  has  been  so  made, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  duly  convened  and  held,  and  all  the 
members  of  the  meeting  shall  be  deemed  to  havie  been  duly 
qualified ;  and,  where  the  proceedings  are  proceedings  of  a  com- 
ihittee,  the  committee  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  duly  constituted, 
and  to  have  had  power  to  deal  with  the  matters  referred  to  in  the 
minutes."  "  The  Public  Health  Act,  1875,"  contains  two  similar 
clauses,  and  extends  this  facility  of  proof,  not  only  to  minutes  of 
proceedings  at  meetings  of  local  boards,  committees,  or  joint  boards, 
but  to  "  copies  of  any  orders  made  or  resolutions  passed  "  at  such  ' 
meetings.'' 

§  1784  "While  treating  of  the  mode  of  proving  certificates,  re-   J  1583 
ference  has  been  made  to  a  considerable   number  of  those  docu- 


Macq.  Sc.  Cas.  H.  of  L.  112,  in  which  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  meeting  of 
a  Scotch  Eailway  Company's  Finance  Committee  was  adjourned,  it  was  suffi- 
cient that  the  minutes  of  the  adjourned  meeting  were  signed,  though  §  101  of 
8  &  9  v.,  c.  17,  requires  that  "  et'erj/ eniry  shall  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
such  meeting/' 

'  36  &  37  v.,  c.  33,  §  3  ;  45  &  46  V.,  c.  50,  §  22,  subs.  5  &  6.     The  former 
of  these  Acts  is  now  repealed  by  the  latter. 

=  38  &  39  v.,  c.  55,  Sch.  1,  Eule  1,  sub-rule  10,  and  Rule  2,  sub-rule  8.     As 
to  the  minutes  of  meetings  of  creditors  in  bankruptcy,  see  ante,  J  1552. 
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ments  which  are  rendered  by  statute  admissible  evidence  of  the 
particular  facts  certified  therein.'  To  these  no  further  allusion  is  ?  1584 
necessary;  but  with  respect  to  certificates  generally,^  it  may  be  ob- 
served that,  at  common  law,  a  certificate  of  a  mere  matter  of  fact, 
not  coupled  with  any  inatter  of  law,  cannot  be  received  as  evidence, 
even  though  given  by  a  person  in  an  official  situation.^  If  the  per- 
son was  bound  to  record  the  fact,  then  the  proper  evidence  is  a  copy 
of  the  record  duly  authenticated.  But  as  to  matters  which  he  was 
not  bound  to  record,  his  certificate,  being  extra-judicial,  is  merely 
the  unsworn  statement  of  a  private  person,  and  will  therefore  be 
rejected.*  So,  where  an  officer's  certificate  is  made  evidence  by 
statute  of  certain  facts,  he  cannot  extend  its  effect  to  other  facts,  by 
stating  those  also  in  the  certificate;  but  such  parts  of  the  certificate 
will  be  suppressed.^  Even  the  certificate  of  the  Sovereign,  under 
the  sign-manual,  cannot  be  received.* 

§  1784a.  In  violation  of  the  law  as  stated  in  the  last  section, 
the  judge  of  the  Probate  Division  has,  on  two  occasions,  apparently 
held,  that  the  certificate  of  the  ambassador  in  England  of  a  foreign 
country,  bearing  the  seal  of  the  legation,  was  admissible  to  prove 
the  law  of  that  country.'  It  seems,  however,  that  in  neither  of 
these  cases  was  the  point  argued,  and  probably  the  learned  judge 
felt  at  liberty  to  act  with  some  laxity,  as  the  mere  question  for  him 
to  determine  was,  whether  or  not  he  would  grant  letters  of  admini- 
stration to  a  foreigner,  limited  to  the  property  of  the  deceased  in 
England. 

§  1785.'  Books  and  chronicles    of  public  history  may  be  here    I  1585 

1  Ante,  ?  1610,  et  seq.  ^  Gr.  Ev.  ?  498,  in  part. 

'  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes,  R.  549,  550. 

*  Sewell  V.  Corp,  1  C.  &  P.  392;  Drake  v.  Marryat,  1  B,  &  C.  473;  Roberts 
«.  Eddington,  4  Esp.  88;  Waldron  v.  Coombe,  3  Taunt.  162;  2  Ph..  Ev.  125; 
R.  V.  Sewell,  8,Q.  B.  161;  Oakes  v.  Hill,  14  Pick.  442,  448;  Wolfe  v.  Wash- 
bum,  6  Cowen,  261;  Jackson  v.  Miller,  id.  751;  U.  S.  v.  Buford,  3  Pet. 
12,  29. 

^  Johnson  •».  Hocker,  1  Dall.  406,  407;  Governor  v.  Bell,  3  Murph.  i331; 
Governor  v.  Jeflfreys,  1  Hawks,  207;  Stewarts.  Alison,  6Serg.  &  R.  324,  329. 

"  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes,  R.  550. 

'  In  the  goods  of  Prince  Peter  Oldenburg,  53  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  46;  In  the 
goods  of  Klingeman,  3  Swab.  &  Trist.  18;  32  L.  J.,  P.  M.  &  A.  16,  S.  C. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  I  497,  in  part. 
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mentioned,  as  partaking  in  some  degree  of  the  nature  of  public 
documents,  and  as  being  entitled,  on  the  same  principle,  to  a  cer- 
tain degree  of  credit.  Any  approved  public  and  general  history, 
therefore,  is  admissible  to  prove  ancient  facts  of  a  public  nature, 
and  the  general  usages  and  customs  of  this  or  of  any  foreign  coun- 
try.' But  in  regard  to  matters  not  of  a  public  and  general  nature, 
such  as  the  custom  of  a  particular  town,  a  descent,  the  nature  of  a 
particular  abbey,  the  boundaries  of  a  county,  and  the  like,  they  are 
not  admissible.''  A  fortiori,  peerages,  navy  lists,'  clergy  lists, 
court  guides,  directories,  university  calendars,  and  other  non-official 
publications  of  a  similar  nature,  cannot  be  received  in  evidence, 
however  useful  they  may  be  to  the  genealogist,  in  aiding  his  re- 
searches, and  directing  him  to  the  sources  from  which  the  informa- 
tion contained  in  them  was  derived.* 


'  B.  N.  P.  248,  249;  ease  of  Warren  Hastings  referred  to  by  Ld.  Ellen- 
borough,  in  Picton's  case,  30  How.  St.  Tr.  492;  2  Ph.  Ev.  123;  Ld.  Bridge- 
water's  case,  cited  Skin.  15;  Morris  v.  Harmer,  7  Pet.  554;.  Ld.  Brounker  v. 
Atkyns,  Skin.  14;  St.  Catherine's  Hospital  case,  1  Tent.  151;  Neale  v.  Fry, 
cited  1  Salk.  281;  S.  C.  nom.  Neal  v.  Jay,  cited  12  Mod.  86;  S.  C.  nom.  Lady 
Ivy  &  Neal's  case,  cited  Skin.  623.  In  each  of  the  three  last-named  reports, 
it  is  distinctly  stated  that  certain  Chronicles  were  admitted  in  that  case  to 
prove  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  King  Philip  did  not  assume  the  style  of 
King  of  Spain  before  a  certain  time;  but  on  turning  to  Mossom  v.  Ivy,  10 
How.  St.  Tr.  555,  which  seems  to  be  the  same  case,  no  Chronicles  appear  to 
have  been  offered  in  evidence  for  such  a  purpose.  A  history,  indeed,  was 
tendered  by  the  defendant  to  prove  when  Charles  the  Fifth  resigned,  but  this 
was  'rejected  by  Jeffreys,  C.  J.,  who,  after  styling  the  book  in  his  charac- 
teristic, manner,  "a  little  lousy  history,"  asked,  with  evident  irritability,  "Is 
a  printed  history,  written  hy  I  know  not  who,  an  evidence  in  a  court  of  law?" 
p.  625.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  these  conflicting  reports.  See  Pea.  Ev. 
82,  83. 

^  Steyner  o.  Droitwich,  Skin.  623;  1  Salk.  281;  12  Mod.  85,  S.  C;  Piercy's 
case,  T.  Jones,  164;  Lee  Peer.,  Min.  Ev.  155;  Evans  v.  Getting,  6  C.  &  P. 
586,  per  Alderson,  B. ;  2  Ph.  Ev.  123,  124;  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  699—701. 

'  Army  lists  are  admissible,  see  ante,  §  1638A. 

*  Marchmont  Peer.,  Min.  Ev.  62,  77;  Hubb.  Ev.  of  Sue.  700—703.  As 
to  "Medical  Eegisters,"  see  ante,  I  1638;  and  as  to  "Law  Lists,"  see  ante, 
?  1639. 
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CHAPTER  V. 


PRIVATE  WHITIN03. 

/ 


§  1786/  The  only  class  of  written  Evidence  which  remains  to  ?"  1586 
be  considered,  is  that  of  private  writings.  In  the  discussion 
of  this  "subject,  it  is  not  intended  to  mention  separately  each  de- 
scription of  document^  comprised  in  this  class;  but  to  state  the 
principles  which  govern  the  inspection,  production,  proof ,  admissi- 
bility, and  effect  of  them  all.  And,  first,  as  to  the  means  of  ob- 
taining before  or  at  the  hearing  an  inspection  or  copy  of  such 
documents  as  are  referred  to  either  in  the  pleadings  or  in  the  affi- 
davits of  the  adverse  party.  Here  it  will  be  remembered  that 
under  Order  XIX  ,  Eule  21,  of  the  Eulesof  the  Supreme  Court,  1883^ 
"wherever  the  contents  of  any  document  are  material,  it  shall  be 
sufficient  in  any  pleading  to  state  the  effect  thereof  as  briefly  as 
po'ssible,  without  setting  out  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof,  unless 
the  precise  words  of  the  document  or  any  part  thereof  are  material." 
Now  this  rule,  though  highly  valuable  as  afPording  a  check  to 
needless  prolixity  in  pleadings,  is  obviously,  when  standing  alone, 
open  to  the  objection  that  it  affords  facilities  for  shrouding  inten- 
tions, and  taking  opponents  by  surprise.  Under  its  protecting  in- 
fluence, the  subtle  draughtsman  would  soon  adopt  as  his  cardinal 
maxim  the  bugbear  of  the  Boman  bard,  "  brevis  esse  laboro,  ob- 
scurus  fio,"  and  would  treat  pleading,  like  diplomatic  speech,  as  the 
means  of  concealing  thoughts  and  purposes.  It  became  necessary 
therefore  to  counteract  this  evil,  and  the  way  that  object  has  been 
attained  in  Order  XXXI. 

§  1787.  Rule  15  of  that  Order  provides,  that  "  every  party  to  a 


'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  557,  in  part  as  to  first  six  lines. 

'  But  see  "West  of  Eng.  Bk.  v.  Canton  Ins.  Co.,  L.  E.,  2  Ex.  D.  472;  and 
China  St.  Ship  Co.  v.  Coram.  Ass.  Co.,  L.  E.,  8  Q.  B.  D.  142;  51  L.  J.,.  Q.  B. 
132,  S.  C,  as  to  the  discovery  of  documents  relating  to  marine  insurance. 
17  LAW  OF  Evin. — v.  IV.  (4391) 
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cause  or  matter  sliall  be  entitled,  at  any  time,  by  notice  in  writing,' 
to  give  notice  to  any  other  party,  in  whose  pleadings  or  affidavits 
reference  is  made  to  any  document,  to  produce  such  document  for  the 
inspection  of  the  party  giving  such  notice,  or  of  his  solicitor,  and  to 
permit  him  or  them  to  take  copies  thereof ;  and  any  party  not  complying 
with  such  notice  shall  not  afterwards  be  at  liberty  to  put  any  such 
document  in  evidence  on  his  behalf  in  such  cause  or  matter,  unless 
he  shall  satisfy  the  court  or  a  judge  that  such  document  relates 
only  to  his  own  title,  he  being  a  defendant  to  the  cause  or  matter, 
or  that  he  had  some  other  cause  or  excuse,  which  the  court  or  judge 
shall  deem  sufficient,  for  not  complying  with  such  notice;  in  which 
case  the  court  or  judge  may  allow  the  same  to  be  put  in  evidence,  on 
such  terms  as  to  costs,  and  otherwise,  as  the  court  or  judge  shall 
think  fit." 


§  1788.  Rule  17  provides,  that  "  the  party  to  whom  such  notice 
is  given  shall,  within  two  days  from  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  if 
all  the  documents  therein  referred  to  have  been  set  forth  by  him  in 
such  affidavit  as  is  mentioned  in  Rule  13,^  or  if  any  of  the  docu- 
ments referred  to  in  such  notice  have  not  been  set  forth  by  him  in 
any  such  affidavit,  then  within  four  days  from  the  receipt  of  such 
notice,  deliver  to  the  party  giving  the  same  a  notice^  stating  a  time 
within  three  days  from  the  delivery  thereof  at  which  the  documents, 
or  such  of  them  as  he  does  not  object  to  produce,  may  be  inspected 

'  Form  9,  Appendix  B.,  is  as  follows: — 

"  188     \_Hereptit  the  letter  and  number]. 
"  In  the  High  Court  of  Justice. 

—  Division. 

Notice  filed  ,  188  . 

A.  B.  V.  C.  D. 
Take  notice  that  the  [plaintiff  ox  defendant]  requires  you  to  produce  for  his 
inspection  the  following  documents  referred  to  in  your  \^statem.ent  of  claim,  or 
defence,  or  affidavit,  dated  the  day  of  A.  D.  ] . 

Describe  documents  required. 

X.  Y.,  Solicitor  to  the  ." 

To  Z.,  Solicitor  for  ." 

2  See  post,  ?  1800a. 
'  Form  10  is  as  follows: — 
"  In  the  High  Court  of  Justice. 

—  Division.     A.  B.  v.  C.  D. 

Take  notice  that  you  can  inspect  the  documents  mentioned  in  your  notice 
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at  the  office  of  his  solicitor,  or  in  the  case  of  banker's  books  or  other 
books  of  account,  or  books  in  constant  use  for  the  purposes  of  any- 
trade  or  business,  at  their  usual  place  of  custody,  and  stating  which, 
if  any,  of  the  documents  he  objects  to  produce,  and  on  what  ground." 

§  1789.  Eule  18  provides,  that  if  the  party  served  with  a  notice 
to  inspect  "  omits  to  give  such  notice  of  a  time  for  inspection,  or 
objects  to  give  inspection,  or  offers  inspection  elsewhere  than  at  the 
office  of  his  solicitor,'  the  judge  may,  on  the  application  of  the 
party  desiring  it,  make  an  order  for  inspction  in  such  place  and  in 
such  manner  as  he  may  think  fit.  "^  This  application  does  not 
require  to  be  supported  by  affidavit,^  and  the  judge  who  hears  it 
may  either  make  an  immediate  order  or  reserve  the  question.*  He 
will  not,  however,  interfere,  unless  he  be  first  satisfied  that  the 
applicant  has  complied  with  Eule  15,  which  requires  the  notice  to 
be  given  in  a  certain  form.'  When  due  application  has  been  made 
by  the  one  side  and  disregarded  by  the  other,  the  order  for  imme- 
diate production  will  be  made,  almost  as  of  course,  unless  some 
special  reason  against  it  can  be  shown;  ^  and  the  fact  that  a  state- 
ment of  defence  has  not  been  delivered  by  the  applicant  will  not 
justify  the  court  in  rejecting  his  motion.'  Still,  a  claim  of 
privilege  against  the  production  of  documents  on  any  substantial 
ground  is  not  lost,  merely  by  their  being  referred  to  in  the  pleadings 
or  the  affidavits.' 

of  the  day  of  A.D.  [except  the  deed  numbered 

in  that  notice']  at  \in»ert  place  of  inspection']  on  Thursday  next,  the 
instant  between  the  hours  of  twelve  and  four  o'clock. 

Or,  that  the  [plaintiff  ox  defendant]  objects  to  giving  yon  inspection  of  the 
documents  mentioned  in  your  notice  of  the  day  of  ,  A.D. 

on  the  ground  that  [state  the  ground]." 

'  There  is  an  obvious  omission  in  this  rule.  See  E.  17,  cited  in  last  pre- 
ceeding  section. 

^  See  Prestney  v.  Corp.  of  Chester,  L.  R.,  24  Ch.  D,  176,  per  Ct.  of  App.; 
52  L.  J.,  Ch.  346,  877,  S.  C.  '  Eule  18.     See  post,  §  1807. 

*'See  Eule  20,  cited  post,  I  1807.  See,  also,  as  to  the  mode  of  enforcing 
the  order,  Rules  22  &  23,  cited  post,  §  1808. 

=  See  Form  9,  cited  ante,  ?  1787,  n.  1. 

^  In  re  the  Credit  Co.  Lim.,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  221,  per  Hall,  V.-C;  L.  E.,  11 
Ch.  D.  256,  S.  C. 

'  Quilter  v.  Heatly,  L.  E.,  23  Ch.  D.  42,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  overruling  a 
dictum  by  Denman,  J.,  in  Webster  v.  Whewall,  L.  E.,  15  Ch.  D.  120;  49 
L.  J.,  Ch.  704,  S.  C. 

*  Roberts  o.  Oppenheim,  L.  E.  26  Ch.  D.  724,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
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§  1790.  As  the  power  of  giving  notices  to  inspect  without  the 
intervention  of  the  court  would  afford  an  easy  means  of  swelling  costs 
and  of  harassing  opponents,  it  has  been  deiemed  necessary  to  control 
that  power  by  the  aid  of  the  taxing  master,  and  a  Rule  has  conse- 
quently been  framed,"  which  provides,  that  "  no  allowance  is  to  be 
made  for  any  notice  or  inspection,  unless  it  is  shown,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  taxing  ofiScer,  that  there  were  good  and  sufficient 
reasons  for  giving  such  notice  and  making  such  inspection."  It  is 
no  easy  matter  to  state  h,  priori,  what  should  be  deemed  "  good 
and  sufficient  reasons  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  Rule,  but 
when  these  applications  used  to  be  made  at  chambers,  it  was 
thought  advisable,  though  it  was  not  necessary,  to  support  them  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  party  stating  the  special  circumstances  which 
rendered  the  inspection  necessary;  as,  for  instance,  that  he  had 
no  recollection  of  ever  having  executed  such  an  instrument,  or  that 
he  had  reason  to  believe  that  it  had  been  altered  since  it  was 
signed,  or  the  like.''  The  costs  of  the  inspection  were  in  general 
allowed  to  fall  on  the  party  seeking  it;^  but  those  costs,  as  well  as 
the  costs  of  the  application,  were  sometimes  regarded  as  costs  in 
the  cause.*  If  it  appeared  that  the  object  of  the  defendant  in 
seeking  an  inspection  was  vexatious,  the  judge  would  not  entertain 
the  application.^  Neither  would  he  interfere,  so  as  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  fish  out  a  defence,  although  he  would  grant  an  inspec- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  pleading  a  particular  plea.' 


§  1791.  As  the  rules  just  cited  are  exclusively  confined  to  docu- 
ments to  which  reference  is  made  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits  of 
the  litigants,  it  becomes  necessary  to  explain  what  steps  should  be 
taken,  when  the  production  or  inspectionof  other  documents  relating 


1  Ord.  LXV.,  E.  27,  subs.  17. 

'  Woolraer  v.  Devereux,  2  M.  &  Gr.  758;  9  Dowl.  672,  S.  C,  uom.  "Woolner 
V.  Devereux. 

'  Rep.  of  Peril  v.  Weguelin,  41  L.  J.,  C.  P.  144;  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  352, 
S.  C. 

*  Compare  Hill  v.  Philp,  7  Ex.  E.  232;  and  Stilwell  v.  Euck,  4  H.  &  N. 
468. 

5  Beal  V.  Bird,  2  D.  &  E.  419. 

6  Birmingli.  Brist.  &  Thames  J.  Ey.  Co.  o.  White,  I  Q.  B.  286—288. 
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to  any  cause  or  matter  is  required.  The  practice  on  this  subject  is 
now  embodied  ia  several  Eules  of  Order  XXXT.  The  most  im- 
portant of  these  is  Rule  14,  which, — substantially  re-enacting  §  18  of 
the  Chancery  Procedure  Act  of  1852,'  together  with  the  judicial  in- 
terpretation which  its  terms  have  received  in  the  interval,^ — 
provides,  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  or  a  judge,  at  any 
time  during  the  pendency  of  any  cause  or  matter,  to  order  the  pro- 
duction  by  any  party  thereto,  upon  oath,  of  such  of  the  documents  in 
his  possession  or  power,' reliating  to  any  matter  in  question  in  such 
cause  or  matter,  as  the  court  or  judge  shall  think  right;  and  the 
court  may  deal  with  such  documents  when  produced,  in  such 
manner  as  shall  appear  just."  In  acting  under  this  rule, — which, 
in  common  with  all  the  other  Rules  relating  to  Discovery  and  In- 
spection, to  be  found  in  Order  XXXI.,  does  not  apply  to  criminal 
proceedings,  or  to  proceedings  on  the  Crown  side,  or  the  Revenue 
^ide,  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  or  to  proceedings  for  divorce 
or  other  matrimonial  causes,' — the  judge  has  no  discretion  as  to  re- 
fusing to  allow  the  inspection,  unless  the  documents  fall  within 
some  known  rule  of  protection  or  privilege  acted  upon  by  the  old 
Court  of  Chancery.* 

§  1793.  It  becomes,  then,  necessary  to  consider  under  what  I  1603 
circumstances  that  court  was  wont  to  enforce  the  production  of 
papers.  And  here  it  may  be  generally  observed,  that,  while  it 
recognized  no  distinction  between  public  and  private  documents,  or 
between  deeds  and  other  less  formal  writings,*  it  would  seldom  if 
ever,' — unless  specially  empowered  by  the  legislature,' — interfere, 
where  the  discovery  sought  would,  as  stated  by  the  defendant  on 


M5  &  16  v.,  c.  86,  now  repealed  by  44  &  45  V.,  c.  59. 

^  Bustros  V.  White,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  643,  per  Jessel,  M.  R. 

'  See  Ord.  LXVIII. 

'  Bustros  V.  White,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  642.  per  Ct.  of  App.;  S.  C,  but  not 
nearly  so  well  reported,  and  with  a  misleading  marginal  note,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B. 
D.  423.  This  case  virtually  overrules  Lane  v.  Gray,  16  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  552; 
43  L.  J.,  Ch.  187,  S.  C. 

*  Wigr.  Disc.  §  400. 

*  Webb  V.  East,  L.  R.,  5  Ex.  D.  23.  "In  every  such  case  the  objection 
must  be  taken  by  the  party  himself,  and  be  supported  by  his  oath,"  per 
Kelly,  C.  B.,  in  Id.  p.  24;  S.  C.  on  app.,  L.  R.,  5  Ex.  D.  108;  49  L.  J.,  Ex. 
250.  '  See  ante,  I  1456. 
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oath,'  subject  him  to  any  criminal  proceeding,  penalty,  or  forfeiture,' 
or  -would  violate  the  rules  which  relate  to  professional  privilege.' 
Subject  to  these  exceptions,*  any  party  to  an  action,  whether  he 
were  plaintiff  or  defendant,^  was  entitled  to  exact  from  his  opponent 
a  discovery  of  the  evidences,  and  therefore  to  inspect  and  take 
copies  ^  of  the  writings,  which  related  either  to  his  case  alone,'  or  to 
his  ease  as  well  as  to  that  of  his  opponent.*  He  was  also  entitled 
to  a  discovery  of  everything  which  might  enable  him  to  defeat  the 
case  or  title  that  he  expected  his  opponent  to  set  up;^  and  he  had 
a  further  right  to  know  what  that  case  or  title  was; '"  but  still  he 
had  no  right  whatever  to  a  discovery  of  the  evidences,"  or  to  an  in- 
spection of  the  vsrritings,  which  either  related  exclusively  to  his  ad- 
versary's case;  '^  or  were  not  material  to  the  issues  to  be  tried." 

1  Webb  V.  East,  ante,  p.  1523. 

2  Ante,  U  1453—1458,  1464;  Wigr.  Disc.  U  127—147,  442.  See  Hill  v. 
Campbell,  44  L.  J.,  C.  P.  97;  10  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  222,  S.  C;  Atherley  v. 
Harvey,  46  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  518;  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  524,  S.  C. 

*  Ante,  i  911,  et  seq.:  Wigr.  Disc.  U  136—138,  442;  Bristol,  May.  of,  «. 
Cox,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  678,  per  Pearson,  J. 

*  In  the  case  of  the  Don  Francisco,  1  Lush.  Adm.  E.  468;  31  L.  J.,  Pr. 
Mat.  &  Adm.'  205,  S.  C,  a  further  exception  was  sought  to  be  introduced  by 
a  party  who  objected  to  produce  letters,  on  the  ground  that  their  production 
would  divulge  the  secrets  of  his  trade.  This  objection,  however,  was  very 
properly  overruled.  *  Wigr.  Disc.  §  87. 

=  Pratt  V.  Pratt,  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  838,  per  Bacon,  V.-C. 

'  Wigr.  Disc.  U  23,  26,  284. 

8  Smith  V.  D.  of  Beaufort,  1  Hare,  520;  1  Phill.  220,  S.  C;  Burrellr.  Nichol- 
son, 1  Myl.  &  K.  680;  Earp.  v.  Lloyd,  3  Kay  &  J.  549;  Jenkins  v.  Bushby, 
35  L.  J.,  Ch.  400;  2  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  547,  S.  C. ;  Bolton  v.  Corp.  of  Liverpool, 
1  Myl.  &  K.  88;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Lambe,  3  Y.  &  C,  Ex.  162;  Wigr.  Disc.  ?§  325, 
367;  Combe  v.  Corp.  of  London,  1  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  631;  15  L.  J.,  Ch.  80,  S.  C; 
Att.-Gen.  v.  Emerson,  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  67;  L.  E.,  10.  Q.  B.  D.  191,  S.  C,  per 
Ct.'  of  App. ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Thompson,  8  Hare,  106;  Stainton  v.  Chadwick,  3 
M.  &Gord.  575;  13  Beav.  320,  S.  C.  See  Gomm  v.  Parrott,  26  L.  J.,  C.  P. 
279;  3  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  47,  S.  C. 

'  Att.-Gen.  v.  Corp.  of  London,  2  Hall  &  T.  1,  11—18;  2  M.  &  Gord.  247; 
12  Beav.  8,  S.  C;  Stainton  v.  Chadwick,  3  M.  &  Gord.  575;  13  Beav.  320, 
S.  C.  "  Id. 

"  Coram,  of  Sew.  of  Lond.  v.  Glass,  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  345,  per  Ld.  Eomilly. 

"  Bolton  V.  Corp.  ot  Liverpool,  1  Myl.  &  K.  88,  92;  3  Sim.  467,  S.  C;  Smith 
1).  D.  of  Beaufort,  1  Hare,  520;  1  Phill.  220,  221,  S.  C;  Glover  v.  Hall,  2 
Phill.  484;  Ingilby  v.  Shafto,  32  L.  J.,  Ch.  807,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E.;  33  Beav. 
31,  S.  C;  Owen  v.  Wynn,  L.  E.,  9  Ch.  D.  29,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Bristol,  May. 
of,  V.  Cox,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  678,  684,  per  Pearson,  J. 

"  Wigr.  Disc.  §?  224—237;  Heugh  v.  Garrett,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  305. 
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1793a.  "  The  rules  which  relate  to  professional  privilege " 
referred  to  iff  the  last  section  have  been  illustrated  at  some  length 
in  an  earlier  part  of  this  Work/  but  it  may  still  be  deemed  advisable 
to  draw  attention  to  the  recent  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marchant,^  as 
the  subject  was  there  discussed  with  much  ability  by  the  Lords 
Justices  of  Appeal.  The  question  raised  was  whether,  in  an  action 
for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  grant  a  building  lease 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  produce  letters  in 
their  custody,  which  had  passed  between  their  solicitors  and  their 
surveyors  in  relation  to  the  property  in  question  before  any  dispute 
had  arisen  between  the  parties.  The  order  for  production  was 
granted  by  the  court,  and  the  remarks  which  fell  from  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  giving  judgment  deserve  especial  attention.^  "  The 
actual  communication  to  the  solicitor  by  the  client,"  said  his  lord- 
ship, "  is  of  course  protected,  and  it  is  equally  protected  whether 
it  is  made  by  the  client  in  person  or  is  made  by  an  agent  on  behalf 
of  the  client,  or  whether  it  is  made  to  the  solicitor  in  person  or  tO  a 
clerk  or  subordinate  of  the  solicitor  who  acts  in  his  place  and 
under  his  direction.  Again,  the  evidence  obtained  by  the  solicitor, 
or  by  his  direction,  or  at  his  instance,  even  if  obtained  by  the  client, 
is  protected  if  obtained  after  litigation  has  been  commenced  or 
threa!tened,  or  with  a  view  t'o  the  defence  or  prosecution  of  such 
litigation.*  So,  again,  a  communication  with  a  solicitor  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  legal  advice  is  protected,  though  it  relates  to 
a  dealiiig  which  is  not  the  subject  of  litigation,  provided  it  be  a 
communication  made  to  the  solicitor  in  that  character  and  for  that 
purpose.  But  what  we  are  asked  to  protect  here  is  this.  The 
solicitor,  being  consulted  in  a  matter  as  to  which  no  dispute  has 
arisen,  thinks  he  would  like  to  know  some  further  facts  before 
giving  his  advice,  and  applies  to  a  surveyor  to  tell  him  what  the 
state  of  a  given  property  is,  and  it  is  said  that  the  information 
given  ought  to  be  protected  because  it  is  desired  or  required  by  the 
solicitor  in  order  to  enable  him  the  better  to  give  legal  advice.     It 


'  Ante,  ?  911,  et  seq. 

«  L.  R.,  17  Ch.  p.  675;  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  793,  S.  C. 
'  L.  E.,  17  Ch.  D.  689;  and  50  L.  J.,  Ch.  795. 

*  Cited  -with  approbation  by  Baggallay,  L.  J.,  in  Kennedy  v.  Lyell,  L.  E., 
23  Ch.  D.  400. 
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appears  to  me  that  to  give  such  protection  would  not  only  extend 
the  rule  beyond  what  has  been  previously  laid  down,  but  beyond 
what  necessity  warrants." 

§  1794  No  valid  objection  can  be  taken  to  an  order  for  the  pro- 
duction of  memoranda,  which  are  admitted  by  the  defendant  to 
relate  to  the  matters  in  dispute,  and  to  be  in  his  possession,  on  the 
ground  either  that  he  has  a  lien  upon  them,'  or  that  they  are  inter- 
mingled with  other  entries  in  the  same  book,  to  a  discovery  of  which 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled,  and  which  cannot  be  separated  or  sealed 
up.''  In  the  case  of  Lus  combe  v.  Steer,'  a  defendant  was  ordered  to 
produce  the  whole  of  an  agreement,  though  in  his  affidavit  he  had 
set  out  only  two  clauses  of  it,  and  had  sworn  that  they  alone 
assisted  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  related  to  the  matter  in  dispute. 
But  where  a  document, — such,  for  example,  as  a  pedigree, — consists 
of  several  separate  parts,  some  of  which  relate  to  the  question  at 
issue,  while  others  do  not,  the  party  producing  the  document  is  not 
bound  to  show  the  whole  of  it,  but  he  will  be  allowed  to  close  up 
or  conceal  such  portions  as  he  can  undertake  to  swear  are  wholly 
irrelevant.* 

§  1795.  Although  the  new  Eules  for  regulating  inspection  and  J  leoo 
discovery  are  based  on  the  practice  which  prevailed  in  the  old  Court 
of  Chancery  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  it  may  still 
be  advantageous  to  refer  shortly  to  a  few  of  the  leading  decisions  on 
those  subjects,  which  the  Common  Law  Courts  have  of  late  years 
pronounced.  And  here  it  was  never  deemed  necessary  that  the 
inspection  should  be  demanded  exclusively  with  the  view  of  esta- 
blishing the  original  case  of  the  applicant;  but  the  court  would 
always  entertain  the  motion,  if  the  object  were  to  obtain  material 
evidence  to  answer  the  opponent's  case.'     Where,  therefore,  to  an 


1  Lockett  V.  Gary,  3  New  E.  405,  per  Eomilly,  M.  E. ;  Pratt  v.  Pratt,  51 
L.  J.,  Ch.  838,  per  Bacon,  V.-C. 

'  Carew  v.  White,  5  Beav.  172.  =  37  L.  J.,  Ch.  119. 

'  Kettlewell  v.  Barstow,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  718,  per  Lds.  Js. ;  7  Law  Eep.,  Ch. 
App.  686,  S.  C;  Hunt  v.  Hewitt,  7  Ex.  E.  243,  244;  Forshaw  v.  Lewis,  10 
Ex.  E.  712. 

^  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  3  New  E.  512,  C.  P. 
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action  of  detinue  for  a  deed  the  defendant  had  pleaded  a  general 
lien  for  work  done  by  him  as  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff, 
on  an  af&davit  stating  that  he  had  never  retained  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  bill  of  costs  was  due  not  from  himself,  but  from  a 
'  third  party  whom  he  named,  was  permitted  to  inspect  such  entries 
in  the  solicitor's  books  as  related  to  the  costs  in  question.'  So,  ' 
where  an  action  was  brought  by  a  Gas  Light  Company  for  the  price 
of  gas  supplied  under  contract,  and  the  defence  was  that  the  gas 
was  deficient  in  quantity  and  defective  in  quality,  the  court,  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiffs,  ordered  the  inspection  of  certain  papers  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendants,  which  contained  the  results  of 
experiments  made  by  the  defendants  with  the  view  of  testing  the 
illuminating  power  of  the  gas.^  So,  where,  in  an  action  by  an 
architect  to  recover  his  commission  for  superintending  the  erection 
of  certain  buildings  for  defendant,  the  affidavit,  in  support  of  an 
application- to  inspect  the  plaintiff's  day-book  or  journal,  alleged 
that  the  work  was  never  done;  and  that,  if  done,  the  charge  was 
excessive;  the  court  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  an 
inspection  to  see  if  there  were  any  entries  relating  to  the  work,  and 
what  price  was  therein  charged.'  So,  in  an  action  against  a  railway 
company  for  injuries  sustained  on  their  railway,  the  plaintiff  has 
been  allowed  to  inspect  a  variety  of  reports,  descriptive  of  the  acci- 
dent, made  in  the  ordinary  discharge  of  duty  by  different  servants 
of  the  company  to  their  general  manager;  but  in  the  same  case  the 
court  would  not  sanction  the  inspection  of  reports  made  to  the 
defendants  by  scientific  persons,  whom  they  had  consulted  in  confi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  the  accident  had  occurred.* 


'  Scott  r.  Walker,  2  E.  &  B.  555.     See,  also,  Eayner  v.  Allhusen,  2  L.  M.  & 
P.  695,  per  Erie,  J.;  and  Galsworthy  v.  Norman,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  70,  per  id. 
'   2  Lend.  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Chelsea  Vestry,  28  L.  J.,  C.  P.   275;  6  Com.  B., 
N.  S.  411,  S.  C. 

'  Hunt  V.  Hewitt,  7  Ex.  E.  236.    See  Eiecard  v.  Inclos.  Commiss.,  4  E.  & 

B.  329. 

*  WooUey  v.  N.  Lond.  Ey.  Co.,  4  Law  Sep.,  C.  P.  602;  38  L.  X,  C.  P.  317, 
S.  C;  Cossey  v.  Lond.  Bright.,  &c.,  Ey.  Co.,  5  Law  Eep.,  C.  P.  146;  39  L.  J., 

C.  P.  174,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Mahoney  v.  Widows'  Life  Ass.  Fund,  6  Law  Rep., 
C.  P.  252;  40  L.  J.,  C.  P.  203,  S.  C;  Eichards  v.  Gellatly,  7  Law  Eep.,  C.  P. 
127;  Fenner  v.  Lond.  &  S.-East.  Ry.  Co.,  41  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  313;  7  Law  Eep.,  Q. 
B.  767,  S;  C;  Maiden  u.  Gt.  North.  Ey.  Co.,  9  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  300;  Skinner 
V.  Gt.  North.  Ey.  Co.,  43  L.  J.,  Ex.  150;  9  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  298,  S.  C;  and 
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The  latter  part  of  this  last  decision  is  all  the  more  important, 
because  it  has  furnished  the  rule  by  which  the  courts  have  some- 
what reluctantly  been  guided  since  the  new  practice  was  introduced. 
Thus,  in  two  recent  cases,  where  railway  companies  were  sued  for 
injuries  caused  to  passengers  by  an  accident,  reports  by  medical 
men,  who  had  examined  the  complainants  at  the  instance  of  the 
companies'  solicitors,  and  for  the  purpose  of  advising  them  confi- 
dentially on  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injuries,  have  been  pro- 
tected from  inspection  as  privileged  communications.'  In  another 
case  it  was  laid  down  broadly,  first,  by  the  Queen's  Bench  Division, 
and,  next,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  documents,  which  had 
been  prepared  by  the  agent  of  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  being 
submitted  to  his  solicitor  for  advice  in  reference  to  an  intended 
action,  were  privileged  from  inspection;  and  this  too,  though  they 
had  not,  at  the  time  when  the  inspection  was  sought,  been  actually 
submitted  to  the  solicitor;  and,  moreover,  though  they  had  been 
drawn  up,  not  at  the  solicitor's  instance,  but  simply  at  the  spon- 
taneous suggestion  of  the  client  himself.^  So,  also,  shorthand 
notes  of  evidence  taken  in  a  former  trial  have  been  protected  from 
inspection.'  In  an  action,  however,  which  was  brought  by  a  con- 
signee of  goods  against  a  shipowner  for  damage  caused  by  the 
ship's  unseaworthiness,  and  in  which  no  question  arose  respecting 
the  solicitor's  privilege,  the  court  made  an  order  for  the  plaintiff  to 
inspect  and  copy  certain  surveys  made  on  the  ship  in  a  foreign 
port,  a  general  average  statement,  the  shipwright's  bill  for  repairs 
done  to  the  ship,  the  captain's  protest,  and  the  log-book;  for  all 
these  documents, — if  not  strictly  evidence  in  themselves, — had  an 
immediate  tendency  to  advance  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  were  proxi- 
mately connected  with  the  issue  to  be  tried.* 


M'Corquodale  t).  Bell,  45  L.  J.,  C.   P.  329;  L.  E.,  1  C.  P.  D.  471,  S.  C,  and 
try  to  reconcile  these  irreconcilable  decisions. 

1  Friend  v.  Lond.  Chat.  &  Dov.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.,  2  Ex.  437,  per  Ct.  of  App.; 
46  L.  J.,  Ex.  696,  S.  C;  Pacey  v.  Lond.  Tramways  Co.,  id.  440,  n.,  per  Ct.  of 
App.;  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  698,  S.  C.     See  31  &  32  V.,  c.  119,  §  126. 

2  The  South wark  Water  Co.  r.  Quick,  47  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  258;  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B. 
D.  315,  S.  C;  The  Theodor  Korner,  47  L.  J.,  Adm.  85;  L.  R.,  3  P.  D.  162, 
S.  C. 

8  Nordon  v.  Defries,  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.  D.  508;  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  415,  S.  C.  See, 
also,  The  Palermo,  L.  R.,  9  P.  D.  6;  53  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  6,  S.  C. 

*  Daniel  v.  Bond,  9  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  716.     See  Baker  v.  Lond.  &  S.-W.  Ey. 
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§  1796.  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Langford"  the  facts  were  these: —  i  leoi 
The  defendant,  being  a  freeholder  of  certain  premises,  was  also 
assignee  of  a  lease  of  other  adjoining  premises,  the  reversion  of 
which  was  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  A  dispute  arose  respecting 
the  boundary  of  the  two  properties,  and  ejectment  was  brought,  at 
the  expiration  of  the  lease,  to  recover  a  plot  of  land  which  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  alleged  was  parcel  of  the  leasehold,  but  which  the 
defendant  claimed  as  his  freehold.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  inspect  the  lease,  as  he  had 
no  couaterpart  of  it,  the  assignment  of  the  lease,  and  the  conveyance 
of  thq  freehold;  but  Mr.  Justice  Erie,  while  he  granted  so  much  of 
the  application  as  related  to  the  lease  and  assignment,  refused  to 
make  any  order  with  respect  to  the  conveyance,  as  that  deed  could 
not  in  any  way  prove  the  title  of  the  applicant  to  the  land  which  he 
sought  to  recover.  In  the  case  of  Hill  v.  Philp,^  a  question  arose 
as  to  whether  certain  documents  were  privileged  from  inspection. 
There  an  action  was  brought  against  the  keeper  of  a  lunatic  asylum 
for  improper  treatment  of  a  lunatic,  and  the  plaintiff  sought  to 
inspect  the  books  kept  by  the  defendant  as  required  by  the  Act  of 
8  &  9  v.,  c.  100, — the  defendant's  licence, — the  order  and  medical 
certificates  under  which  the  plaintiff  was  confined, — and  all  letters 
written  either  by  the  plaintiff's  ■Wife,  or  by  the  commissioners  of 
lunacy,  to  the  defendant  relating  to  the  plaintiff.  The  application 
was  resisted  on  the  fourfold  ground,  1,  that  it  was  contrary  to 
public  policy  to  allow  the  inspection;  2,  that  the  documents  were 
strictly  confidential;  3,  that,  if  produced,  they  might  subject 
the  defendant  to  an  indictment,  and  self-crimination  could  not 
be  enforced;  and,  4,  that  it  did  not  appear  in  what  way  they 
could  be  material  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  The  court 
very  properly  overruled  all  these  objections,  and  ordered  the  inspec- 
tion as  prayed. 


§  1797.  The   right   to   inspection   is  not  limited  to  documents 


Co.,  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  53;  3  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  91;  8  B.  &  S.  645,  S.  C;  Fraser  v. 
Burrows,  46  L.  J.,  Ex.  501. 

1  1  Bail  Ct.  Cas.  37,  per  Erie,  J.;  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  217,  S.  C. 

2  7  Ex.  E.  232. 
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which  may  be  made  evidence  in  the  action,  but  it  extends  to  all 
which  may  throw  light  on  the  case.  In  Hutchinson  v.  Glover, 
where  this  doctrine  was  propounded  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,'  the 
plaintiff  had  shipped  on  board  the  defendant's  vessel  some  goods 
which  were  afterwards  damaged  by  a  collision  between  that  ship 
and  another.  Cross  suits  had  been  brought  by  the  owners  of  the 
two  vessels  in  respect  of  the  collision,  and  had  ended  in  a  deed  of 
compromise.  The  plaintiff  sought  to  inspect  this  deed,  and  as  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  other  shipowner  objected,  the  court  granted 
the  application,  holding  that  the  document  clearly  related  to  the 
matter  in  question,  as  it  might  contain  an  admission  of  the  defen- 
dant's liability.  In  English  v.  Tottie  ^  the  same  point  arose.  There 
the  defendant,  having  bought  some  timber  abroad,  resold  it  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  afterwards,  on  its  delivery,  complained  that  is  was  not 
according  to  contract.  Thereupon  the  defendant  wrote  to  the 
sellers,  and  a  long  correspondence  ens.ued,  which  resulted  in  a 
great  abatement  of  price  on  the  part  of  the  original  vendors.  An 
inspection  of  this  correspondence  was  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  information  required. 


§  1798.  It  appears  to  have  been  held  by  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon, 
that  although  the  above  rule  expressly  empowers  the  judge  to  order 
the  production  of  documents  "  at  any  time  during  the  pendency  of 
an  action,"  a  plaintiff  cannot  obtain  such  an  order  until  he  has 
delivered  a  statement  of  claim.'  Too  much  reliance,  however, 
should  not  be  placed  on  this  decision,  for,  first,  it  seems  to  rest  on 
a  very  unsafe  analogy  between  interrogatories  and  the  discovery  of 
documents,*  and  next,  it  misapprehends  and  misapplies  the  old 
rule  of  Chancery  on  the  subject.  Un(Jer  that  rule,  no  doubt,  a 
plaintiff  could  not  enforce  discovery  until  after  he  had  filed  his  bill, 
but  the  filing  of  the  bill  was  then  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
and  consequently  ought  to  be  deemed  equivalent  to  the  issuing  of 


•  45  L.  J.,  Q.   B.  120,  121;  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  138,  S.  C;    Bustros  v.  White, 
L.  E.,  1  Ch.  D.  425,  per  Jessel,  M.  E. 
^  45  L.  .T.,  Q.  B.  138;  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  141,  S.  C. 

2  Cashin  v.  Craddock,  L.  E.,  2  Ch.  D.  140.     But  see  Eep.  of  Costa  Eica  i). 
Strousberg,  L.  E.,  11  Ch.  D.  323,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
'     *  See  Forshaw  v.  Lewis,  10  Ex.  E.  716,  per  Parke,  B. 
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the  writ  under  the  present  practice,  and  not, — as  was  held  by  the 
learned  Vice-Chancellor, — to  the  delivery  of  the  statement  of  claim, 


§  1799.  When  any  cause  or  matter  has  been  referred  to  an  official 
or  special  referee  under  §§  56  or  57  of  the  Judicature  Act  of  1873,' 
an  order  for  the  production  of  documents  under  Order  XXXI., 
R.  14,  may  still  be  made  by  the  judge  who  has  directed  the  refer- 
ence; and,  subject  to  any  such  order,  the  referee  himself  may 
exercise  a  similar  authority.^  It  seems,  however,  that  when  an 
action  has  by  consent  been  referred  with  all  matters  in  difference 
to  an  ordinary  arbitrator,  neither  the  judge  nor  the  arbitrator  has 
any  power  to  order  the  inspection  of  documents, — the  judge, 
because  the  suit,  in  such  case,  is  no  longer  pending  before  the 
court,^  the  arbitrator,  because  the  order  of  reference,  as  given  in 
the  new  Forms,  gives  him  no  such  power.* 

§  1800.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  ends  sought  to  be  attained  by 
Rule  14  are  twofold;  the  first  object  being  to  discover  the  existence 
and  description  of  writings  supposed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the 
opponent;  the  second,  to  acquire  a  Jcnoivledge  of  their  contents,  and 
to  enforce,  if  necessary,  their  production  at  the  trial.  In  many 
cases  the  applicant  deems  it  necessary  to  gain  both  these  ends,  but 
in  some  he  will  be  satisfied,  at  least  in  the  first  instance,  by  mere 
discovery.  In  this  latter  event  Rule  12  affords  a  simple  mode  of 
proceeding,  by  enabling  "  any  party,  without  filing  any  affidavit,  to 
apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  for  an  order  directing  any  other  party  ^ 
to  any  cause  or  matter  °  to  make  discovery  on  oath  of  the  documents 

'  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66. 

2  Ord.  XXXVI.,  E.  50. 

'  Penrice  v.  Williams,  52  L.  J.,  Ch.  593,  per  Chitty,  J.  But  see  Form  26, 
Appendix  K,  which  is  an  order  for  examination  of  witnesses  and  production 
of  documents  before  arbitrator. 

*  See  Form  24,  Appendix  K. 

°  It  seems  almost  needless  to  add  that  this  will  include  a  foreigner,  but  a 
reasonable  time  will  be  given  to  such  a  party  for  the  preparation  of  his  affi- 
davit. The  Emma,  24  W.  E.  Adm.  Div.  587 ;  34  L.  T.  742,  S.  C.  It  will 
not  include  ^n  official  liquidator;  Ee  Mutual  Society,  L.  R.,  22  Ch.  D.  714, 
perCt.  of  App.;  52  L.  J,,  Ch.  621,  S.  C;  ora  "next  friend";  Ee  Corsellis, 
,52  L.  J.,  Ch.  399.     See  ante,  §  524c. 

*  This  term  will  include  an  action  to  recover  land.  New  Brit.  Mutual  Invest. 
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which  are,  or  have  been,  in  his  possession  or  power,  relating  to  any 
matter  in  question  therein.  On  the  hearing  of  such  application  the 
court  or  judge  may  either  refuse  or  adjourn  the  same,  if  satisfied 
that  such  discovery  is  not  necessary,  or  not  necessary  at  that  stage 
of  the  cause  or  matter,'  or  make  such  order,  either  generally  or 
limited  to  certain  classes  of  documents,  as  may,  in  their  or  his 
discretion  be  thought  fit."  In  order  to  avoid  the  obvious  danger 
of  this  rule  becoming  in  practice  an  engine  of  oppression  by  inflict- 
ing needless  costs  on  suitors,  the  party  applying  for  discovery  must, 
by  virtue  of  Rules  25  and  26  of  the  same  Order,  pay  into  court  a 
sum  of  at  least  5Z.,  so  as  to  cover  the  costs  incurred,  in  the  event 
of  the  judge  at  the  trial,  or  the  court,  or  the  taxing  officer,  being 
subsequently  of  opinion  that  the  discovery  asked  for  was  unreason- 
able. The  advantages  derivable  from  this  Rule  have  been  much 
curtailed  by  what  would  seem  to  be  an  unwise  decision,''  that  a 
judge  ought  not,  except  under  special  circumstances,  to  make  an 
order  for  discovery  at  the  instance  of  a  plaintiff,  until  after  a  state- 
ment of  defence  has  been  delivered.  The  reasoning  on  which  this 
ruling  is  founded  appears  to  be,  that  the  judge  cannot  know  what 
matters  are  "  in  question  in  the  action  "  before  the  defendant  has 
specified  the  points  on  which  he  relies.' 

§  1800a.  When   an    order  under   Rule   12   has  been  obtained, 
Rule  13  provides,  that  "■  the  affidavit*  to  be  made  by  a  party  against 

Co.  V.  Peed,  L.  E.,  3  C.  P.  D.  196  ;  and  a  petition  of  right,  Tomline  v.  The 
Queen,  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  453,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  E.,  4  Ex.  D.  252,  S.  C;  but 
it  will  not  include  an  action  for  penalties,  Hunnings  v.  "Williamson,  L.  E.,  10 
Q.  B.  D.  459  ;  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  400,  S.  C. 

'  See  Whyte  v.  Ahrens,  L.   R.  26  Ch.  D.  717,  cited  post,  ?  1807. 
'  Hancock  v.  Guerin,  L.  R.,  4  Ex.  D.  3.     See  Union  Bk.  of  Lond.  v.  Manby, 
L.  E.,  13  Ch.  D.  239,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  106,  S.  C;  and  Da  vies 
V.  Williams,  49  L.  J.,  Ch.  352. 
'  Hancock  v.  Guerin,  L.  E.,  4  Ex.  D.  3. 
*  Form  8,  Appendix  B.,  is  as  follows: — 

188     l^Here put  letter  and  number]. 
"  In  the  High  Court  of  Justice. 
Division. 

Between  A.  B.,  plaintiff, 
and 
C.  D.,  defendant. 

Notice  filed  ,  188 

I,  the  above-named  defendant  C.  D.,  make  oath  and  say  as  follows: — 
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whom  such  order  has  been  made,  shall  specify  which,  if  any,  of  the 
documents  therein  mentioned,  he  objects  to  produce." 


§  1801.  By  referring  to  the  form  of  affidavit  as  given  in  the  note 
to  the  last  section,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  terms  "possession  and 
power,"  as  used  in  Kules  12  and  14,  apply  not  only  to  docu- 
ments in  the  present  custody  of  the  declarant,  but  to  such  as  have 
at  any  time  been  in  his  custody,  as  well  as  to  all  documents  which 
are  or  have  been  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power,  of  his  soli- 
citors, or  agents,  or  of  any  person  on  his  behalf.  It  seems  that  any 
document  will  be  treated  as  being  in  the  power  of  a  party,  if  it  can 
be  shown  that  he  has  some  legitimate  control  over  it,'  as,  for  example, 
if  it  be  held  by  the  solicitor  of  a  company  of  which  the  party  is  a 

1.  I  have  in  my  possession   or  power  the   documents  relating  to  the 

matters  in  question  in  this  suit  set  forth  in  the  first  and  second 
parts  of  the  first  schedule  hereto. 

2.  I  object  to  produce  the  said  documents  set  forth  in  the  second  part 

of  the  said  first  schedule  hereto. 

3.  That  [here  state  upon  what  grounds  the  objection  is  made,  and  verify  the 

facts  as  far  as  may  be^. 

4.  I  have  had,  but  have  not  now,  in  my  possession  or  power  the  docu- 

ments relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit  set  forth  in 
the  second  schedule  hereto. 

5.  The  last-mentioned  documents  were  last  in  my  possession  or  power 

on  [^state  when]. 

6.  That  [here  state  what  has  become  of  the  last-mentioned  documents,  and 

in  whose  possession  they  now  are], 

7.  According  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and  belief,  I 

have  not  now,  and  never  had  in  my  possession,  custody,  or  power, 
or  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power  of  my  solicitors  or  agents, 
solicitor  or  agent,  or  in  the  possession,  custody,  or  power  of  any 
other  persons  or  person  on  my  behalf,  any  deed,  account,  book  of 
account,  voucher,  receipt,  letter,  memorandum,  paper,  or  writing 
or  any  copy  of  or  extract  from  any  such  document,  or  any  other 
document  whatsoever,  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this 
suit,  or  any  of  them,  or  wherein  any  entry  has  been  made  relative 
to  such  matters,  or  any  of  them,  other  than  and  except  the  docu- 
ments set  forth  in  the  said  first  and  second  schedules  hereto." 
'  Wigr.  Disc.  I   294;  Ex  p.  Shaw,  Jacob,  272;  Morrice  v.  Swaby,  2   Beav. 

500;   Eodlck  v.  Gandell,  10  Beav.  270;   Palmer  v.  Wright,  id.  234;   Vale  v. 

Oppert,  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  258;  10  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  340,  and  44  L.  J.,  Ch.  579, 

S.  C;  Monsel  v.  Lindsay,  13  Ir.  Eq.  E.  144.     See  Vivian  v.  Little,  L.  E.,  11 

Q.  B.  D.  370;  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  771,  S.  C. 
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director/  or  the  like.     But,  if  documents  be  pledged  by  a  litigant, 
they  will  no  longer  be  regarded  as  "  within  his  power." 

1802.  When  it  appears  by  the  defendant's  affidavit  that  he  has 
a  joint  possession  of  papers  with  some  stranger  who  is  not  before 
the  court,'  and  who  has  an  interest  in  them  distinct  from  his  own,* 
the  court  will  not  order  their  production,  provided  that  the  stranger 
himself  objects  to  that  course  being  taken  ;^  nor  indeed,  in  some 
cases,  will  it  make  such  order  when  the  only  objecting  party  is  the 
defendant  himself."  In  any  of  these  events,  the  plaintiff  must  either 
make  the  stranger  a  party  to  the  action,'  or  he  may  compel  the  defen- 
dant to  furnish,  in  his  answer  to  interrogatories,  a  full  discovery  of  the 
contents  of  the  documents.*  Should  he  adopt  this  latter  course,  and 
should  the  papers  be  in  the  custody  of  some  one  who  holds  them 
for  the  defendant  and  the  stranger,  the  defendant  must  still  answer 
the  interrogatories  respecting  their  contents;  for  every  defendant  is 
bound  to  inspect,  and  answer  as  to  the  contents  of,  all  documents 
that  are  in  his  power;  and  all  which  he  has  a  right  to  inspect,  pro- 
vided he  can  enforce  that  right,  are  in  his  power.^ 

§  1803.  It  will  be  seen,  on  referring  back  to  Rule  13,'"  that  in 
his  affidavit  of  documents  the  party  against  whom  the  discovery  is 
sought  must  specify  which  of  those  mentioned  therein  he  objects  to 


'  See  Steadman  v.  Arden,  4  Dowl.  &  L.  16;  15  M.  &  W.  587,  S.  C;  Ley 
V.  Barlow,  1  Ex.'  R.  800;  Shaw  v.  Holmes,  3  Com.  B.  952.' 

'  Liddell  v.  Norton,  1  Kay,  App.  xl. 

^  Murray  v.  "Walter,  Cr.  &  Ph.  114,  124,  125,  per  Ld.  Cottenham;  Taylor  v. 
Rundell,  id.  Ill;  Eeid  v.  Langloi-s,  1  M.  &  Gord.  627,  635—638,  per  id.  ;  2 
Hall  &  T.  59,  69—72,  S.  C. ;  Morrell  v.  Wootten,  13  Beav.  105;  Edmonds  v. 
Ld.  Foley,  31  L.  J.,  Ch.  384,  per  Eomilly,  M.  R.;  30  Beav.  282,  S.  C;  Lopez 
V.  Deacon,  6  Beav.  254;  Hadley  v.  M'Dougal,  per  Lds.  Js.,  7  Law  Rep.,  Ch. 
App.  312;  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  504,  S.  C;  Penney  v.  Goode,  1  Drew.  474;  Wigr. 
Disc.  §  294. 

*  Glyn  V.  Caulfield,  3  M.  &  Gord.  463;  Few  v.  Guppy,  11  Beav.  457. 

5  See  Hutchinson  v.  Glover,  45  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  120;  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  138,  S.  C. 
«  Kearsley  ?).  Philips.  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  36  and  565;  52  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  8  and 
269,  S.  C. 
'  Lopez  V.  Deacon,  6  Beav.  258,  per  Ld.  Langdale;  "Wigr.  Disc.  U  294,  327. 

*  Lopez  V.  Deacon,  6  Beav.  258;  Taylor  v.  Rundell,  1  Phill,  222;  Plant  v. 
Kendrick,  10  Law  Rep.,  C.  P.  692. 

'  Taylor  v.  Rundell,  1  Phill.  226,  per  Ld.  Lyndhurst. 
'»  Ante,  §  1800a. 
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produce;  and  in  accordance  with  this  provision  it  has  been  held  by 
Vice-Chancellor  Hall,  that,  even  in  a  suit  relating  to  laijd,  where 
the  defendant  denies  the  plaintiff's  title,  and'  states  fully  his  own, 
he  cannot  refer  generally  to  "  a  bundle  of  documents  relating  ex- 
clusively to  my  own  title,"  though  he  adds  that  they  will  not  tend 
to  help  the  plaintiff's  case.'  So,  in  a  case  where  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  partner  had  applied  for  the  production  and  inspection 
of  the  partnership  books,  the  surviving  partner  was  not  permitted 
to  seal  up  certain  entries  in  the  books  on  a  general  affidavit  that 
'  they  were  irrelevant  to  the  matters  in  issue,  but  he  was  required  to 
specify  on  oath  the  nature  of  the  transactions  which  he  sought  to 
conceal,  and  to  show  that  they  did  not  in  any  way  relate  to  the 
partnership  business.^  So,  where  a  defendant,  in  his  affidavit, 
objected  to  produce  "  certain  documents  and  letters  which  have 
passed  between  my  legal  advisers  and  myself  in  relation  to  the 
matters  in  question,  and  with  a  view  to  this  defence,"  and  also 
*'  certain  instructions  to  and  opinions  of  counsel  in  relation  to  the 
same  matters,"  this  was  held  to  be  clearly  insufficient  for  want  of 
due  identification.^  But  where  the  defendant  in  the  last  case  had 
filed  a  further  affidavit,  describing  the  documents  as  "  numbered 
50  to  76  inclusive,  and  tied  up  in  a  bundle  marked  A.  and  initialed 
by  me,"  the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  that  quite  sufficient  had  been 
done  to  identify  the  documents,  as  there  could  no  longer  be  any 
difficulty  in  seeing  that  those  referred  to  were  produced,  if  it  should 
become  necessary  to  make  such  an  order.* 


§  1804.  When  a  party  objects  to  produce  documents  on  the 
ground  of  privilege,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  assert  generally 
in  his  affidavit  that  "  they  are  priviledged  " ;  but  he  must,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  prescribed  form,  state,  and  as  far  as  possible  verify, 
the  facts  on  which  the  objection  is  founded.^ 

'  Fortescue  v.  Fortescue,  24  W.  E.  945;  34  L.  T.,  847,  S.  C. 

^  Re  Pickering,  L.  E.,  25  Ch.  D.  247,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  S.  C.  nom.  Pickering 
V.  Pickering,  53  L.  J.,  Ch.  550. 

^  Taylor  v.  Batten,  L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  D.  85,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  48  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
72,  S.  C;  Bewicks  v.  Graham,  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  396,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R., 
7  Q.  B.  D.  400,  S.  C. ;  Bristol,  May.  of,  v.  Cox,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  681,  685,  per 
Pearson,  J.  *  Id. 

^  Gardner  v.  Irvin,  L.  R.,  4  Ex.  D.  49,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  223, 
S.  C.  nom.  Gardner  v.  Irwin.     See  ante,  p.  1532,  n.  4. 
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§  1805.  The  Eules  are  silent  as  to  what  course  should  be  pur- 
sued, if  the  "  party "  required  to  produce  documents  be  unable, 
from  any  cause,  to  make  the  affidavit  referred  to  in  Rule  13.  The 
courts,  however,  have  wisely  determined  to  put  a  liberal  interpreta- 
tion on  the  language  of  the  Rule,  and  have  held  that,  in  these  cases, 
it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  affidavit  be  made  by  some  competent 
person  on  behalf  of  the  incompetent  party.  For  instance,  an  infant 
may  be  ordered  to  make  the  affidavit  by  his  next  friend,  or  a  lunatic 
by  his  committee.'  So,  if  the  party  be  a  company  or  a  foreign 
Government,  the  affidavit  must  be  sworn,  in  the  former  case,  by 
one  or  more  of  the  company's  members  or  officers,'  and  in  the 
latter,  by  some  minister  or  officer  of  the  Foreign  State  resident 
abroad.^  In  either  of  these  last  two  cases  the  party  seeking  dis- 
covery has  not,  as  it  seems,  an  absolute  right  to  select  any  particular 
officer  he  may  choose  to  answer  on  an  affidavit,  but  the  court  will  take 
care  that  a  fit  person  is  chosen,  and  if  the  corporation  or  Foreign 
State  be  plaintiffs,  it  will  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  till 
they  have  named  a  proper  officer  to  give  discovery.*  In  Thomas w. 
The  Queen,^  where  it  was  sought  to  apply  the  Rule  respecting  dis- 
covery to  the  procedure  under  a  petition  of  rights'  the  court,  while 
rejecting  the  motion,  gave  as  a  reason  for  so  doing  that  no  officer 
had  been  specified  by  the  Government  to  make  the  affidavit  respect- 
ing documents  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 

§  1806.  In  all  cases  where  the  aid  of  the  old  Court  of  Chancery   j  1605 
was  invoked  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  the  contents  of  papers, 
the  applicant,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  had  the  burthen  cast 
on  him  of  proving  his  right  thereto;  and  this  proof  could  not  be 

•  Higginson  v.  Hall,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  D.  235,  per  Mallns,  V.-C. 

'  Kangeru  Gt.  West.  Ey.  Co.,  4  De  Gex  &  J.  74.  It  seems  that  the  afB- 
davit  of  the  solicitor  will  not  suffice.  Brown  v.  The  Thames  &  Mersey  Mar. 
Ins.  Co.,  43  L.  J.,  C.  P.,  112.  But  see  Kingsford  u.  Gt.  "West.  Ry.  Co.  16 
Com.  B.,  N.  S.  761;  33  L.  J.,  C.  P.  307,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Rule  5  of  this  Order, 
cited  ante,  §  524. 

'  Rep.  of  Liberia  v.  Imperial  Bk.,  16  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  179;  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  574, 
S.  C. ;  L.  R.,  1  App.  Cas.  139,  nom.  Rep.  of  Liberia  v.  Roye,  S.  C.  in  Dom. 
Proc;  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  297,  S.  C. 

•  Rep.  of  Costa  Rica  v.  Erlanger,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  D.  171,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

'  10  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  44;  44  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  17,  S.  C.  See  Tomline  v.  The 
Queen,  48  L.  J.,  Ex.  453,  per  Ct.  of  App.  See  Tomline  v.  The  Queen,  48  L. 
J.,  Ex.  453,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

«  23  &  24  v.,  c.  34,  i  7. 
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afforded  by  his  own  affidavit  that  the  documents  in  question  were 
in  his  opponent's  possession,  because,  by  virtue  of  an  ancient  rule 
in  equity,  the  only  evidence  on  which  he  could  rely  was  the  sworn 
admission  of  the  opponent  himself.'  With  a  single  exception  (not 
here  material),  the  court  would  not  make  an  order  for  inspection 
of  documents,  unless  the  plaintiff  could  show  from  the  defendant's 
answer  or  affidavit,^  first,  that  the  writings  in  question  were  in  the 
possession  or  power  of  the  defendant;'  and  next,  that  thay  were 
relevant  to  the  plaintiff's  own  case,*  or,  in  other  words,  that  he  had 
an  interest  in  their  production  for  the  purpose  of  the  trial,  either 
as  affording  affirmative  evidence  of  some  right  or  title  belonging  to 
him,'  or  as  tending  to  disprove  the  title  or  case  of  his  opponent,  by 
showing  some  specific  defect  therein." 

§  1806a.  This  was  the  practice  of  the  old  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
this  is  the  rule  in  the  High  Court  now.  Whenever,  therefore,  an 
affidavit  of  documents  has  been  made  in  answer  to  an  order  for  dis- 
covery, no  contentious  affidavit  will  be  allowed  in  reply,  for  the 
battle  must  not  be  fought  on  affidavits;'  but  if  the  judge  be 
satisfied  from  the  first  mentioned  affidavit  itself,  or  from  admis- 
sions in  the  pleadings  of  the  party  making  it,  or  from  documents 
mentioned  therein,  that  it  is  not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
order,  in  that  event,  and  in  that  event  alone,  a  further  order  for  a 

'  Wigr.  Disc.  §  293;  Storey  «.  Ld.  G.  Lennox,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  534;  Lamb 
V.  Orton,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  713. 

"^  Wigr.  Disc.  \l  293,  294;  Llewellyn  v.  Badeley,  1  Hare,  527;  Morrice 
V.  Swaby,  2  Beav.  500;  Gardner  v.  Dangerfield,  5  Beav.  389;  Felkin  v.  Ld. 
Herbert,  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  798. 

^  Wigr.  Disc.  I  294.  See  Burbidge  v.  Robinson,  2  M.  &  Gord.  244;  Reynell 
V.  Spyre,  21  L.  J.,  Ch.  13;  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  656,  S.  C. 

*  Wigr.  Disc.  U  299—301;  Glover  v.  Hall,  2  Phill.  484;  Peile  v.  Stoddart, 
1  Hall  &  T.  207.  See  Adams  v.  Lloyd,  3  H.  &  N.  368;  Manby  v.  Bewicke, 
8  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  476. 

*  Wigr.  Disc.  ?  295;  Wright  v.  Vernon,  1  Drew.  344;  Hambrook  v.  Smith, 
17  Sim.  209. 

«  Smith  V.  D.  of  Beaufort,  1  Phill.  209;  1  Hare,  507,  S.  C;  Stainton  v. 
Chad  wick,  3  M.  &  Gord.  575;  13  Beav.  320,  S.  C;  Glascott  v.  Copper  Miners' 
Co.,  11  Sim.  305;  Combe  v.  Corp.  of  London,  1  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  631;  15  L.  J., 
Ch.  80,  S.  C. ;  Harris  v.  Harris,  4  Hare,  179;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Emerson,  52  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  67;  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  191,  S.  C,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

'  See  Bewicke  v.  Graham,  50  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  396,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R.,  7  Q. 
B.  D.  400,  S.  C. 
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further  affidavit  may  be  made.'  As  this  must  now  be  regarded  as 
a  hard  and  fast  rule,  judges  should  be  strict,  and  even  severe,  on 
parties  who  may  in  any  degree  be  waciting  in  good  faith  in  making 
affidavits  of  discovery.^ 

§  1807.  When  the  object  is  to  obtain,  not  the  discovery,  but  the 
inspection  of  documents,  a  less  stringent  doctrine  is  allowed  to  pre- 
vail; for  Eule  18, —after  enacting  that  when  a  party  under  notice' 
omits  to  grant  inspection,  the  judge  may,  on  the  application  of  the 
party  desiring  it,  order  inspection  in  such  place  and  manner  as  he 
may  think  fit, — goes  on  to  provide,  that, — "  except  in  the  case  of 
documents  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  or  affidavits  of  the  party  against 
whom  the  application  is  made,  or  disclosed  in  his  affidavit  of  docu- 
ments,— such  application  shall  be  founded  upon  an  affidavit  showing 
of  what  documents  inspection  is  sought,  that  the  party  applying  is 
entitled  to  inspect  them,  and  that  they  are  in  the  possession  or  power 
of  the  other  party."  Rule  20  provides,  that  "  if  the  party  from  whom 
discovery  of  any  kind  or  inspection  is  sought  objects  to  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  court  or  a  judge  may, — if  satisfied  that  the  right' 
to  the  discovery  or  inspection  sought  depends  on  the  determination 
of  any  issue  or  question  in  dispute  in  the  cause  or  matter,*  or  that 
for  any  other  reason  it  is  desirable  that  any  issue  or  question  in 
dispute  in  the  cause  or  matter  should  be  determined  before  deciding 
upon  the  right  to  the  discovery  or  inspection, — order  that  such  issue 
or  question  be  determined  first,  and  reserve  the  question  as  to  the 
discovery  or  inspection."  ^ 

1  Jones  V.  Monte  Video  Gas  Co.,  49  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  627,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R. 
5  Q.  B.  D.  556,  S.  C. ;  Compagnie  FinanciSre  v.  Peruvian  Guano  Co.,  52  L.  J.,' 
Q.  B.  181;  L.  R.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  55,  per  Ct.  of  App.,  S.  C. 

'  Jones  M.  Monte  Video  Gas  Co.,  49  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  630,  per  Thesiger,  Ld.  J.; 
L.  R.,  5  Q.  B.  D.  559,  S.  C. 

'  The  rule,  by  some  blunder,  is  confined  to  notices  for  inspection,  but  pro- 
bably the  judges  would  feel  justified  in  applying  it  to  orders  for  inspection, 
■when  disobeyed. 

*  See  Whyte  v.  Ahrens,  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  717,  where  the  Ct.  of  App.  was 
divided,  as  to  whether  merchants, — who  had  charged  their  agents  with 
fraud  in  general  terms,  and  been  met  by  a  defence  denying  the  charges,  and 
pleading  a  settled  account, — were  or  were  not  bound  to  give  particulars  of  fraud 
under  Ord.  XIX.,  R.  6,  beiore  obtaining  an  order  for  discovery  of  documents. 

5  See  "Wood  v.  The  Anglo-Italian  Bk.,  34  L.  T.  255,  in  C.  P.;  Parlter  v. 
Wells,  L.  R.,  18  Ch.  D.  477,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  In  re  Leigh's  Estate,  Ro'wclifTe 
V.  Leigh,  L.  R.,  6  C.  D.  256,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
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§  1808.  Eule  21,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  discovery  or  inspection 
of  documents,  provides,  that  "  if  any  party  fails  to  comply  vrith.  any 
order  "  for  those  purposes,  he  shall  be  liable  not  only  to  attachment, 
but,  if  a  plaintiff,  to  have  his  action  dismissed,'  and  if  a  defendant, 
to  have  his  defence  struck  out."  Rule  22  provides,  that  "  service 
of  an  order  for  interrogatories  or  <Jiscovery  or  inspection '  made 
against  any  party  on  his  solicitor,  shall  be  sufficient  service  to  found 
an  application  for  attachment  for  disobedience  to  the  order.  But 
the  party  against  whom  the  application  for  an  attachment  is  made 
may  show,  in  answer  to  the  application,  that  he  has  had  no  notice 
or  knowledge  of  the,  order;  or  that  the  order  is  invalid,  as  not 
bearing  the  indorsement  required  by  Ord.  XLI.,  r.  5,  warning  him 
of  the  consequence  of  disobedience."  *  Althbugh  an  order  for  attach- 
ment has  been  obtained,  the  party  in  default,  on  filing  an  affidavit 
of  documents,  may  obtain  ex  parte  an  order  of  course  discharging 
his  contempt;  but  if,  in  such  a  case,  the  affidavit  be  insufficient, 
this  order  will  be  set  aside  on  motion,  and  the  original  order  for 
attachment  will  be  revived.'  Rule  23  provides,-  that  "  a  solicitor, 
upon  whom  an  order  against  any  party  for  interrogatories,  or 
discovery,  or  inspection,  is  served  under  the  last  rule,  who  neglects 
without  reasonable  excuse  to  give  notice  thereof  to  his  client,  shall 
be  liable  to  attachment." 

§  1809.  Where  documents  are  ordered  to  be  produced  for 
purposes  of  inspection,  the  order  is  generally  confined  to  the  appli- 
cant himself  or  his  legal  adviser.  Still  the  law  does  not  require 
such  limitation  to  Joe  strictly  enforced  in  all  cases;  and  the  court 
will  occasionally  authorise  an  inspection  by  other  persons,  as,  for 
instance,  the  plaintiff's  land  agent,  even  though  he  be  himself  a 
witness  in  the  suit.'  So,  if  letters  be  written  in  a  foreign  language, 
the  aid  of  an  interpreter  may  be  called  in,  and  if  the  papers  to  be 
produced  be  engineering  plans,  a  surveyor  or  other  expert  will 
be    allowed  to   attend   the  inspection.'     So  where   documents  are 

'  See  Rep.  of  Liberia  ».  Eoye,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  297  ;  L.  E.,  1  App.  Cas.  139,  S.C. 
'  See  ante,  §  530,  n.  3,  where  the  Eule  Is  set  out  verbatim. 
"  Joy  V.  Hadley,  52  L.  J. ,  Ch;  471,  per  Fry,  J. 
*  Hampden  v.  Wallis,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D.  746,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
^  Price  V.  Price,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  215,  per  Bacon,  V.-C. 
«  Att.-Gen.  v.  Whitwood  Local  Board,  40  L.  J.,  Ch.  592. 
'  Swansea  Vale  Ey.  Co.  v.  Budd,  1  LawEep.,  Eq.  274  ;  35  L.  J.,  Ch.  631,  S.  C. 

(4411J 


1540  ENFORCING   PRODUCTION   OP   WILLS.  [pART    III. 

suspected  to  be  forged,  the  court  will  sometimes,  on  an  affidavit 
impeaching  their  genuineness,'  order  them  to  be  submitted  to 
experts,  and  such  order  may  be  made  either  before  or  after  decree.^ 

§  1810.  Independent  of  the  Rules  under  discussion, — which  apply  ?  1610a 
to  the  Probate  and  Admiralty  Divisions'  equally  with  the  other 
Divisions  of  the  High  Court, — the  Statutes  passed  in  1857  for 
amending  the  laws  relating  to  probates,  whether  in  England  or  in 
Ireland,  respectively  contain  important  provisions  for  the  special 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  production  of  testamentary  instruments. 
§  26  of  the  English  Act,*  and  §  31  of  the  Irish  Act,^  severally  enact, 
that  the  Probate  Division  may,  on  motion,  or  petition,  or  otherwise 
in  a  summary  way,  whether  any  suit  or  other  proceeding  shall  or 
shall  not  be  pending  in  the  court  with  respect  to  any  probate  or 
administration,  order  any  person  to  produce  and  bring  into  the 
principal  or  any  district  registry,  or  otherwise  as  the  court  may 
direct,  any  paper  or  writing  being  or  purporting  to  be  testamentary, 
which  may  be  shown  to  be  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of 
such  person;  and  if  it  be  not  shown  that  any  such  paper  or  writing 
is  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  such  person,  but  it  shall 
appear  that  there  are  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  he  has 
the  knowledge  of  any  such  paper  or  writing,  the  court  may  direct 
such  person  to  attend  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined  in  open 
court,'  or  upon  interrogatories,  respecting  the  same,  and  such  person 
shall  be  bound  to  answer  such  questions  or  interrogatories,  and,  if 
so  ordered,  to  produce  and  bring  in  such  paper  or  writing,  and  shall 

'  Boyd  V.  Petrie,  3  Law  Rep.,  Ch.  App.  818;  overruling  S.  C,  per  Ld. 
Eomilly,  M.  R.,  37  L.  J.,  Ch.  344 ;  and  5  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  290. 

'  Boyd  ?'.  Petrie,  5  Law  Rep.,  Eq.  290 ;  37  L.  J.,  Ch.  344,  S.  C. 

^  For  the  former  law  as  to  the  Court  of  Probate,  see  20  &  21  V.,  c.  77, 
?  36  ;  c.  79,  ?  42,  Ir.;  Hunt  v.  Anderson,  1  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  476  ;  and  as 
to  the  Admiralty  Court,  see  24  &  25  V.,  c.  10,  ?  17,  now  repealed  by  44  &  45 
v.,  u.  59  ;  The  Mary  or  Alexandra,  38  L.  J.,  Adm.  29  ;  2  Law  Rep.,  Adm.  & 
Ecc.  319,  S.  C.;.The  Don  Francisco,  Lush.  Adm.  E.  468;  The  Macgregor 
Laird,  36  L.  J.,  Adm.  10.  See,  also,  a  similar  clause  in  "The  Ct.  of  Adm. 
Ireland  Act,  1867,"  30  &  31  V.,  c.  114,  §  41,  Ir. 

'  20  &  21  v.,  c.  77.  6  20  &  21  V.,  c.  79,  Ir. 

"  In  the  goods  of  Laws,  41  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  41  ;  2  Law  Rep.,  P.  &  D.  458, 
S.  C.  If  the  witness  be  unable  through  illness  to  attend  the  court,  he  may 
be  ordered  to  attend  before  a  commissioner,  Banfield  v.  Pickard,  L.  R.,  6_P.  D. 
33;  50  D.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  72,  S.  C. 
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be  subject  to  the  like  process  of  contempt  in  case  of  default  in  not 
attending,  or  in  not  answering  such  questions  or  interrogatories, 
or  not  bringing  in  such  paper  or  writing,  as  he  would  have  been 
subject  to  in  case  he  had  been  a  party  to  a  suit  in  the  court 
and  had  made  such  default;  and  the  costs  of  any  such  motion, 
petition,  or  other  proceeding  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court." '  Counsel  will  be  allowed  to  attend  on  behalf  of  any  persons 
who  are  subjected  to  examination  under  the  above  enactment;  ^ 
but,  in  accordance  with  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883, 
Order  XLIV.,  R.  2,  the  party  proceeded  against  must  receive  notice 
of  the  application  in  the  first  instance.'' 

§  1810a.  Under  Rule  64  of  the  Bankruptcy  Rules,  1883,  any 
party  to  any  proceeding  in  any  Bankruptcy  Court  "  may,  with  the 
leave  of  the  court,  administer  interrogatories  to,  or  obtain  discovery 
of  documents  from,  any  other  party  to  such  proceeding.  Proceedings 
under  this  Rule  shall  be  regulated  as  nearly  as  may  be  by  the  Rules 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  for  the  time  being  in  force  in  relation  to 
discovery  and  inspection.*  An  application  for  leave  under  this  rule 
may  be  made  ex  parte." 

§  1811.  The  law  relating  to  the  discovery,  production,  and 
inspection  of  documents  in  the  County  Courts  is  now  regulated  by 
Order  XIII.  of  the  County  Court  Rules,  1875.  Rule  1  of  that 
Order  provides,  that,  "where  in  any  action  any  party  desires  the 
production  of  any  document  relating  to  the  matter  in  question  in 
such   action,   he    shall  make  an  affldamf  that  he  has  reason  to 


'  Application  under  the  above  enactment  "  may  tie  made  to  the  judge,  by 
motion  or  by  summons  when  a  suit  is  pending,  and  by  motion  upon  affidavit 
when  no  suit  is  pending. ' '  Reg.  73  of  Rules  of  1862  for  Ct.  of  Prob.  in  con- 
tentious business,  and  Forms  of  subpoenas  applicable  to  these  cases  which  are 
there  given,  Nos.  21  &  22,  and  Forms  of  Praecipe,  Nos.  23  &  24.  See  Evans 
V.  Jones,  30  L.  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  70. 

^  In  re  Cope,  36  L,  J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  83. 

8  Baigenti).  Baigent,  L.  R.,  1  P.  D.  421. 

*  See  Rules  of  1883,  Ord.  XXXI.,  cited  ante,  p.  472. 

*  "  The  aflSdavit  for  Discovery,"  as  given  in  Form  54,  is  much  more  com- 
plex than  would  seem  to  be  authorised  by  the  Rule.     It  is  as  follows: — 

"  I,  A.  B.,  the  above-named  Plaintiff  [or  Defendant]  make  oath  and  say  as 
follows  : — [Here  set  out  in  paragraphs  the  documents,  and  that  the  deponent  is 
advised  and  believes  that  it  is  material  and  necessary  for  him,  in  order  to  sup- 
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believe  that  such  document  or  documents  is  or  are  in  the  possession 
or  power  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  the  registrar  shall,  upon  the 
delivery  to  him  of  the  affidavit  and  a  copy  thereof,  file  the  affidavit, 
and  make  an  order^  (annexing  thereto  the  copy  of  the  affidavit), 
that  the  party  against  whom  such  application  is  made  shall  answer 
on  affidavit,^  stating  what  documents  he  has  in  his  possession  or 
power  relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute,  or  what  he  knows  as  to 
the  custody  they  or  any  of  them  are  in,  and  whether  he  objects, 
and  if  so,  on  what  grounds,  to  the  production  of  such  of  the 
documents  as  are  in  his  possession  or  power;  and  the  time  within 
which  the  opposite  party  shall  return  such  affidavit  to  the  Court 
shall  be  stated  in  the  order,  which  order  shall  be  served,  by  the 
bailiff  of  the  court,  or  a  solicitor,  or  by  post." 

§  1812.  Kule  2  provides,    that  "the  party  against  whom  such 
order  is  made  shall  answer  on  affidavit'  according  to  the  terms  of 

port  his  claim  upon  the  (rial,  to  Jiave  such  documents  produced  to  him,  and  that 
he  will  derive  material  advantage  and  support  from  their  production,  and  that 
he  is  advised  and  ielieves  that  he  is  entitled  to  their  production,  and  that  he  be- 
lieves, that  the  said  documents  are  in  the  possession  or  power  of  the  defendant']." 

^  Form  55  is  as  follows: — 

"  Upon  reading  an  affidavit  by  the  Plaintiff  [^or  Defendant],  a  copy  of  which 
is  annexed  marked  A.,  I  do  order  that  the  Plaintiff  [or  Defendant]  do  within 
days  answer  on  affidavit,  stating  what  documents  he  has  in  his 
possession  or  power  relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  cause,  and  what 
he  knows  as  to  the  custody  they  or  any  or  either  of  them  are  in,  and  whether 
he  objects,  and  if  so,  on  what  grounds,  to  the  production  of  such  as  are  in  his 
possession  or  power.  And  I  further  order  that  the  costs  of  this  application 
and  of  the  discovery  shall  be  costs  in  the  cause. ' ' 

^  Form  56  is  as  follows: — 

"I,  ,  of  ,  the  above-named  Plaintiff  [or 

Defendant],  make  oath  and  says: — - 

1.  That  the  documents  hereinafter  set  forth  are  to  the  best  of  my  know- 

ledge and  belief  the  only  documents  in  my  possession  or  power 
relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  action,  and  the  same  are 
in  my  possession,  viz. : — 

A  letter  from  to  dated 

An    agreement    purporting    to    be    between   E.    F.  and    G.  H. 
dated 

2.  I  do  not  object  to  the  production  of  the  said  documents,  or   any  or 

either  of  them,  [<»•  I  object  to  the  production  of  the  said  documents.] 
[or,   if  not  to   all  hut  to  some  of  them,  state  which]  on  the  following 
grounds,  that  is  to  say  [here  state  the  grounds  of  objection]  ." 
'  See  last  preceding  note. 
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the  order,  and  send  the  affidavit  and  a  copy  thereof  to  the  registrar, 
by  post  or  otherwise,  within  the  time  stated  in  the  order;  and  the 
registrar  shall,  immediately  upon  receiving  such  affidavit,  file 
the  same,  and  transmit  by  post  or  otherwise  to  the  party  making 
the  application,  the  copy  of  the  affidavit."  Rule  3  provides,  that 
"where,  after  such  last-mentioned  affidavit  is  filed,  the  party 
making  the  application  requires  a  further  order  thereon,  he  shall 
apply  to  the  registrar  for  such  further  order,  and  if  there  be  no 
matter  of  fact  or  law  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  the  registrar 
shall  make  an  order  in  writing,  in  accordance  with  the  facts;  but  if 
there  shall  be  any  matter  of  fact  or  law  in  dispute  between  the 
parties,  the  registrar  shall  transmit  both  affidavits  to  the  judge, 
who  shall  direct  the  registrar  to  give  notice,'  by  post  or  otherwise, 
to  both  parties,  of  a  time  and  place  when  and  where  he  will  hear 
the  application,  and  make  such  order  thereon  as  shall  be  just." 

§  1813.  Rule  4  provides,  that  "  an  order  ^  for  the  production  of 

'  "  The  notice  of  application  for  further  order  for  production, "  as  given  in 
Form  287  of  the  Cy.  Ct.   Rules,  1876,  is  as  follows  : — 

'■  Let  all  parties  concerned  attend  at  on  the 

day  of  ,  at  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  on  the  hearing 

of  an  application  on  the  part  of  to  consider  the  objection  made 

by  the  affidavit  of  the  ,  filed  the  day  of  , 

pursuant  to  the  order  dated  the  day  of  ,  to  produce 

the  documents  set  forth  in  the  second  part  of  the  first  schedule  thereto  [or  as 
may  be]. 

Dated  this  day  of 

Registrar. 
To  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant." 

^  "The  order  for  production  of  documents  "  under  the  Eule,  as  given  in 
Form  286  of  the  Cy.  Ct.  Rules,  1876,  is  as  follows  :— 

"  "Whereas  of  was  duly  summoned  under  a  summons 

of  this  Court  dated  the  -  day  of  ,  to  produce  at  the  trial  of 

this  action  upon  this  day  of  the  following  papers  and 

documents. 

lITere  set  out  documents  contained  in  summons.] 

And  whereas  the  said  summons  was  duly  served  upon  the  said 
upon  the  day  of  : 

And  whereas  the  said  has  failed  to  produce  the  said  documents 

above  set  out,  or  any  or  either  of  them  [or  has  failed  to  produce  the  following 
document,  ,  being  of  the  documents  above  set  out]  : 

And  whereas  it  has  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  Court  that  the 
documents  above  set  out  [or  the  following  documents  being 
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any  deed  or  document  shall  state  the  time  when  and  the  person  to 
whom  the  same  shall  be  produced,  and  it  may  further  order  that  the 
same  may  be  deposited  with  the  registrar  to  be  produced  at  any 
trial  or  hearing,  or  that  the  registrar  may  make  a  copy  thereof  for 
any  party."  Eule  5  provides,  that  "where  in  any  action  any  party 
is  desirous  of  inspecting  any  written  or  printed  document  or  instru- 
ment, which  he  is  entitled  to  inspect,  relating  to  the  matter  in 
question  in  such  action,  and  which  shall  be  in  the  •  possession  or , 
power  or  under  the  control  of  the  other  party,  such  first-mentioned 
party  may,  five  clear  days  before  the  hearing,  give  notice  to  the 
other  party  by  post  .or  otherwise,  that  he  or  his  solicitor  desires  to 
inspect  any  such  document  or  instrument,  describing  the  same,  at 
any  ptoce  to  be  appointed  by.  the  other  party;  and  if  such  other 
party  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  appoint  such  place,  or  to  allow  such 
plaintiff  or  defendant  or  his  solicitor  to  inspect  such  document  or 
instrument  within^  three  clear  days  after  receiving  such  notice,  the 
judge  may,  in  his  discretion,  on  the  day  of  trial,  adjourn  the  action, 
and  make  such  order  as  to  costs  as  he  shall  think  fit." 

§  1814.  Under  the  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1875,  powers  are 
conferred  on  the  County  Courts,  and  courts  of  summary  jurisdic- 
tion, and  also  on  the  chief  registrar  and  assistant  registrars  of 
Friendly  Societies,  to  determine  certain  disputes,  and  all  these 
functionaries  have  vested  in  them  the  authority  of  granting  to  either 
party  such  discovery  as  to  documents,  and  otherwise,  or  such 
inspection  of  documents,  as  might  be  granted  by  any  court  of  law 
or  equity.' 

§  1816.  With  respect  to  the  production  of  documents  at  the  trial,  J  1613 
little  need  he  be  said;  for  since  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of 


of  the  documents  above  set  out]  are  in  the  possession,  power,  or  control  of  the 
said  ,  and  that  tliey  relate  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  action  : 

It  is  ordered  that  the  .said  do,  on  or  before  the  day  of 

,  produce  and  leave  with  the  registrar  of  this  Court,  at  his  offtce  situate 
at  ,  the  said  following  documents,  namely,  ." 

The  lawyer,  who  takes  the  trouble  carefully  to  compare  these  several  Rules 
and  Forms,  will  perceive  how  disgracefully  they  have  been  drawn. 
1  38  &  39  v.,  c.  60,  i  22,  subs.  (e). 
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writings  cannot  be  given  as  primary  proof,  the  party  who  relies  upon 
a  document  must  either  produce  it,  or  give  such  satisfactory  reason 
for  its  non-production  as  will  justify  him  in  having  recourse  to 
secondary  evidence.'  If  therefore,  the  paper  be  lost  or  destroyed, 
or  if  its  production  be  physically  impossible  or  highly  inconvenient, 
the  particular  fact  relied  on  must  be  proved;  ^  if  it  be  in  the  custody 
,of  a  stranger,  he  must  be  served  with  a  writ  of  subpoena  duces 
tecum;  *  and  if  it  be  in  the  hands  or  power  of  the  adverse  party, 
the  practice  in  general  is  to  give  him  or  his  solicitor  a  regular 
notice  to  produce  it  at  the  trial.*  Not  that,  on  proof  of  such  notice, 
the  adversary  is  compellable  to  furnish  evidence  against  himself  ; 
but  the  notice  is  given, — as  has  been  before  explained,^ — to  lay  a 
foundation  for  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  document,  by  showing  that  the  party  has  done  all  in 
his  power  to  insure  its  production. 

§  1817.'^  "Where  notice  has  been  given  to  the  opponent  to  pro-  §  1614 
duce  papers  in  his  possession  or  power,  the  regular  time  for  calling 
for  their  production  is  not  until  the  party  who  requires  them  has 
entered  upon  his  case;  till  which  time  the  other  party  may,  in 
strictness,  refuse  to  produce  them,  and  no  cross-examination  as  to 
their  contents  is  then  allowable.'  Still,  it  is  considered  rigorous 
to  insist  upon  this  rule,  and  as  a  close  adherance  to  it  would  be 
productive  of  inconvenience,  the  judges  are  very  unwilling  to  enforce 
it.'  The  production  of  papers  upon  notice  does  not  make  them 
evidence  in  the  cause,  unless  the  party  calling  for  them  inspects 
them,  so  as  to  become  acquainted  with  their  contents;  in  which 
case  he  is  obliged  to  use  them  as  his  evidence,'  at  least  if  they  be  in 
any  way  material  to  the  issue.'"     The  reason  for  this  rule  is,  that 

'  Ante,  §  428.     As  to  the  effect  of  producing  a  document  to  a  witness  under 
cross-examination,  see  ante,  §§  1413,  1446,  1452. 
^  Ante,  U  428,  429,  438.  '  Ante,  I  457. 

*  Ante,  §  440,  et  seq.  ^  Ante,  I  440. 

"  Gr.  Ev.  I  563,  in  part.  '  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  E.  23. 

*  Sideways  w.  Dyson,  2  Stark.  E.  49;  Calvert  v.  Flower,  7  C.  &  P.   386,  per 
Ld.  Denman. 

'  Calvert  v.  Flower,  7  C.  &  P.  386;  Wharam  v.  Routledge,  5  Esp.   235,  per 
Ld.  EUenborough. 

'"  "Wilson  V.  Bowie,  1  C.  &  P.  10,  per  Park,  J.     See  Sayer  v.  Kiix;hen,  1  Esp. 
210. 
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it  would  give  an  unconscionable  advantage  to  a  party,  to  enable  him 
to  pry  into  the  affairs  of  his  adversary,  without  at  the  same  time 
subjecting  him  to  the  risk  of  making  whatever  he  inspects  evidence 
for  both  parties. 


§  1818.  If  a  party,  after  notice,  declines  to  produce  a  document,  §  1615 
when  formally  called  upon  to  do  so,  he  will  not  afterwards  be  allowed 
to  change  his  mind ;  and  therefore,  if  he  once  refuses,  he  cannot, 
when  his  opponent  has  proved  a  copy,  and  is  about  to  have  it  read, 
produce  the  original,  and  object  to  its  admissibility  without  the 
evidence  of  an  attesting  witness.'  Neither,  after  such  refusal,  will  he 
be  permitted  to  put  the  document  into  the  hands  of  his  opponent's 
witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examination,^  or  to  produce  and 
prove  it  as  part  of  his  own  case.^  The  same  rule  prevails  where  a 
party  determines  upon  keeping  back  a  chattel,  when  called  upon 
under  notice  to  produce  it.* 

§  1819.^  When  the  instrument,  on  its  production,  appears  to  ?  1616 
have  been  altered,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  party  offering  it  in 
evidence  must  explain  this  appearance,  if  he  he  called  upon  to  do  so 
by  tlie  same  issue  raised,^  and  if  the  instrument  be  not  admitted  by  his 
opponent  under  notice ; '  because,  as  every  alteration  on  the  face  of 
a  written  instrument  renders  it  suspicious,  it  is  only  reasonable  that 
the  party  claiming  under  it  should  remove  the  suspicion.*  If  the 
alteration  be  noted  in  the  attestation  clause  as  having  been  made 
before  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  it  is  sufficiently  accounted 


1  Edmonds  v.  Challis,  7  Com.  B.  413,  439;  6  Dowl.  &  L.  581,  596,  S.  C; 
Ja^jkson  v.  Allen,  3  Stark.  R.  74. 

2  Doe  ».  Cockell,'  6  C.  &  P.  527,  528,  per  Alderson,  B. 

'  Doe  V.  Hodgson,  12  A.  &  E.  135;  2  M.  &  Eob.  283,  S.  C;  Collins  v. 
Gashon,  2  Fost.  &  Fin.  47,  per  Byles,  J. 

*  Lewis  V.  Hartley,  7  C.  &  P.  405,  per  Ld.  Abinger.  There  notice  was  given 
to  produce  a  dog  for  the  purpose  of  identification. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  §  564,  in  part. 

«  Parry  v.  Nicholson,  13  M.  &  "W.  779,  per  Parke,  B. 

'  Freeman  v.  Steggall,  14  Q.  B.  202;  ante,  §  724b. 

8  Henman  v.  Dickinson,  5  Bing.  183;  2  M.  &  P.  289,  S.  C;  Clifford  v. 
Parker,  2  M.  '&  Gr.  910;  Lend.  &  Bright.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fairclough,  id.  705,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Ld.  Falmouth  v.  Roberts,  9  M.  &  "W.  471. 
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for,  and  the  credit  of  the  instrument  is  restored.'  It  was  formerly 
a  presumption  of  law,  that  an  interlineation,  if  nothing  appeared  to 
the  contrary,  had  been  made  contemporaneously  with  the  execution 
of  the  instrument;'  and  this  presumption  still  prevails  in  the  case 
of  a  deed,  because  a  deed  cannot  be  altered  after  its  execution 
without  fraud  or  wrong,  and  fraud  or  wrong  is  never  assumed  with- 
out some  proof.'  Indeed,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule, 
that  wherever  it  is  an  offence  to  alter  a  document  after  it  has  been 
completed,  the  law  presumes,  prima  facie,  that  any  alteration 
apparent  on  it  was  made  at  such  a  time  and  under  such  circum- 
stances as  not  to  constitute  an  offence.*  With  respect,  however,  to 
a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a  promissory  note,  the  law  presumes  nothing,' 
but  leaves  the  jury  to  decide,  first,  by  inspecting  the  instrument 
itself,  whether  any  alteration  has.  been  made;  and  then,  on  con- 
sidering the  extrinsic  evidence  offered,  at  what  time,  and  under 
what  circumstances,  such  alteration,  if  any,  was  made.*  These  last 
questions  cannot  be  solved  by  the  jury  on  the  mere  inspection  of 


'  "With  respect  to  some  few  instruments  the  Legislature  has  expressly  de- 
clared that  -all  alterations  made  therein  shall  be  void,  unless  they  he  duly 
attested.  Thus  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  17  &  18  V.,  c.  104,  enacts 
in  §  163,  that  "  Every  erasure,  interlineation,  or  alteration  in  any  such  agree- 
ment with  seamen  as  is  required  by  the  third  part  of  this  Act  (except  additions 
so  made  as  hereinbefore  directed  for  shipping  substitutes  or  persons  engaged 
subsequently  to  the  first  departure  of  the  ship)  shall  be  wholly  inoperative, 
unless  proved  to  have  been  made  with  the  consent  of  all  the  persons  interested 
in  such  erasure,  interlineation,  or  alteration,  by  the  written  attestation  (if  made 
in  her  Majesty's  dominions)  of  some  shipping  master,  justice,  officer  of 
customs,  or  other  public  functionary,  or  (if  made  out  of  her  Majesty's  domin- 
ions) of  a  British  consular  ofiScer,  or  where  there  is  no  such  officer,  of  two  re- 
spectable British  merchants."  This  attestation  is  not  required  in  the  case  of 
fishing  boats,  see  46  &  47  V.,  c.  41,  |  22. 

''  Trowel  v.  Castle,  1  Keb.  22.     As  to  alteration  in  wills,  see  ante,  ?  164. 

^  Doe  V.  Catomore,  16  Q.  B.  475;  Simmonds  v.  Eudall,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  136,  per 
Ld.  Cranworth. 

*  E.  0.  Gordon,  Pearce  &  D.  586,  591.  There  an  affidavit  was  produced  with 
an  interlineation  on  it. 

*  Johnson  v.  D.  of  Marlborough,  2  Stark.  R.  278,  per  Abbott,  J. 

«  Bishop  V.  Chambre,  M.  &  M.  116;  3  C.  &  P.  55,  S.  C;  Taylor  v.  Mosely,  6 
C.  &  P.  273;  Cariss  v.  Tattersall,  2  M.  &  Gr.  890.  All  these  questions  are  of 
course  determined  in  the  first  instance  by  the  court,  when  they  are  raised  upon 
a  preliminary  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  the  instrument;  but  they  are 
again  open  to  the  jury.     Eoss  v.  Gould,  5  Greenl.  204. 
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the  writing,  for  juries   must   decide,  not   on   conjecture,  but   on 
proof.' 

§  1820.  The  rule  of  law  applicable  to  this  subject,  is,  that  any  ?  1617 
material  alteration  in  a  written  instrument,  whether  made  by  a 
party  or  a  stranger,  is  fatal  to  its  validity,  provided  it  were  made 
after  its  execution,  and  without  the  privity  of  the  party  to  be 
affected  by  it,  and  perhaps,  also,  with  the  additional  proviso,  that 
the  alteration,  was  made  while  the  instrument  was  in  the  posses- 
sion, or  at  least  under  the  control,  of  the  party  seeking  to  enforce 
it.^  This  rule, — which  was  originally  propounded  with  respect  to 
deeds,''  probably  because  in  former  days  most  written  engage- 
ments were  drawn  in  that  form,* — has  since  been  extended  to 
negotiable  securities,'  bought  and  sold  notes,*  guarantees,'  and 
policies  of  assurance;'  and  may  now  be  said  to  apply  equally 
to  all  written  instruments,  which  constitute  the  evidence  of 
contracts." 


§  1821.'"  The  grounds  of  this  doctrine  are  twofold.  The  first  ?  1618 
is  that  of  public  policy,  which  dictates  that  no  "man  should  be 
permitted  to  take  the  chance  of  committing  a  fraud,  without 
running  any  risk  of  losing  by  the  event  in  case  of  detection." 
The  other  is,  to  ensure  the  identity  of  the  instrument,  and  pre- 
vent the  substitution  of  another,  without  the  privity  of  the  party 
concerned.'^     Besides   these   grounds,    which   are   common  to  all 

'  Knight  V.  Clements,  8  A.  &  E.  215j  3  N.  &  P.  375,  S.  C. ;  Clifford  v.  Parker, 
2  M.  &  Gr.  909;  Byrom  v.  Thompson,  11  A.  &  E.  33. 

"  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  "W.  778,  799,  802;  13  M.  &  W.  343,  S.  C.  by 
Ex.  Ch.     See  post,  §§  1827—1829.  »  Pigot's  case,  11  Eep.  27. 

*  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  E.  330,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

Md.;  2  H.  Bl.  141,  S.  C.  in  error. 

^  Powell  V.  Divett,  15  East,  29;  Mollett  v.  Wackerbarth,  5  Com.  B.  181. 

'  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  W.  778. 

«  Forshaw  v.  Chabert,  3  B.  &  B.  158;  6  Moore,  369,  S.  C;  Fairlieu.  Christie 
7  Taunt.  416;  1  Moore,  114;  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  331,  S.  C;  Campbell  v.  Christie,  2 
Stark.  E.  64,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough.  « 

'  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  W.  802. 

"  Gr.  Ev.  §  565,  as  to  first  six  lines. 

"  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  E.  329,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

"  Sanderson  v.  Symonds,  1  B.  &  B.  430,  per  Dallas,  C.  J. 
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altered  written  instruments,  a  third  reason  for  the  rule,  chiefly  as 
it  applies  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  may  be  found 
in  the  necessity  which  obtains  for  protecting  the  revenue  arising 
from  the  stamp  laws;'  but  with  respect  to  these  laws,  it  should 
be  observed,  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  alteration  were  made 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument.^ 

§  1822.  In  saying  that  an  instrument  will  be  rendered  void  ?  1619 
by  any  material  alteration,  indefinite  language  is  of  necessity  em- 
ployed, but  a  short  reference  to  some  of  the  leading  cases  on  this 
subject  will  serve,  in  a  great  measure,  to  explain  what  constitutes 
materiality.  Thus,  any  alteration  in  negotiable  securities,  as  to 
the  date,^  amount,  or  time  of  payment;*  the  addition  of  a  claim 
for  a  specific  rate  of  interest;'*  the  insertion  of  words  to  limit  or 
vary  the  consideratation  as  originally  expressed;  °  the  introduction 
of  a  place  for  payment,  though  the  acceptance  still  remains  a 
general  acceptance;  '•  the  substitution  of  one  place  for  another; ' 
the  converting  a  joint,  into  a  joint  and  several,  responsibility;' 
the  affixing  an  additional  maker's  name  to  a  joint  and  several 
note  after  it  has  issued;'"  or,  it  seems,  the  cutting  off  the  signa- 


'  Mason  v.  Bradley,  11  M.  &  "W.  394,  per  Parke,  B.;  Davidson  v.  Cooper, 
id.  787,  per  id.  '  Bowman  v.  Nichol,  5  T.  R.  537. 

'  Outhwaite  v.  Luntley,  4  Camp.  179,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Walton  v. 
Hastings,  id.  223;  1  Stark.  R.  215,  S.  C,  per  id.;  Cardwell  ji.  Martin,  9  East, 
180;  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  R.  320;  2  H.  Bl.  140,  S.  C;  Vance  v.  Lowther, 
45  L.  J.,  Ex.  200;  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  D.  176,  S.  C. 

*  Bowman  v.  Nichol,  5  T.  R.  537;  Alderson  v.  Langdale,  3  B.  &  Ad.  660. 

5  "Warrington  v.  Early,  2  E.  &  B.  763. 

«  Knill  V.  Williams,  10  East,  431. 

'  Macintosh  v.  Haydon,  Ry.  &  M.  362,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. ;  Burchfield  v. 
Moore,  3  E.  &  B.  683;  Desbrowe  v.  Wetherby,  1  M.  &  Rob.  438,  per  Tindal, 
C.  J.;  S.  C.  nom.  Desbrow  v.  Wetherley,  6  C.  &  P.  758;  Taylor  v.  Moseley,- 
1  M.  &  Rob.  439,  n.,  per  Ld.  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.;  6  C.  &  P.  273,  S.  C;  Grotty 
V.  Hodges,  4  M.  &  Gr.  561;  5  Scott,  N.  R.  221,  S.  C;  Cowie  v.  Halsall,  4 
B.  &  A.  197;  3  Stark.  R.  36,  S.  C.     See  45  &  46  V.,  c.  61,  §  19. 

'  Tidmarsh  v.  Grover,  1  M.  &  Sel.  735;  R.  v.  Treble,  2  Taunt.  329;  R.  & 
E.  164,  S.  C. 

'  Perringi).  Hone,  4  Bing.  28;  12  Moore,  135;  2  C.  &  P.  401,  S.  C. 

'"  Gardner  v.  Walsh,  5  E.  &  B.  83;  overruling  Catton  v.  Simpson,  8  A.  & 
E.  136;  3  N.  &  P.  248,  S.  C.  See  Gould  v.  Coomb,  1  Com.  B.  543;  Ex 
p.  Yates,  In  re  Smith,  27  L.  J.,  Bkptcy.  9;  2  De  Gex  &  J.  191,  S.  C. 
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ture  of  one  of  several  co-promisers  in  a  joint  and  several  note;  — 
will,  at  common  law,  as  against  any  party  not  consenting  thereto, 
invalidate  the  instrument,  even  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent 
holder;  and  will  for  the  most  part  prove  equally  fatal,  by  virtue 
of  the  stamp  laws,  though  made  by  consent  of  all  parties.^  So, 
the  alteration  of  a  Bank  of  England  note,  by  erasing  the  number 
upon  it  and  substituting  another,  will  avoid  the  instrument,  and 
preclude  even  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value  from  maintaining  an 
action  upon  it.'  Where  a  sold  note  was  altered,  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  purchaser,  by  inserting  an  additional  term  into  the 
contract,* — and  where  an  agreement  was  apparently  converted  into 
a  deed,  by  affixing  seals  to  the  signature  of  the  parties,^ — the 
respective  instruments  were  held  to  be  vitiated;  and,  in  short,  any 
alteration  which  causes  an  agreement  or  other  writing  to  speak  a 
language  different,  in  legal  effect,  from  what  it  originally  spoke, 
is  material. 


§  1823.  On  the  other  hand,  the  insertion  of  such  words  as  the  j  i620 
law  would  supply,  or  such  as  are  altogether  inoperative,  or  such 
as  are  necessary  to  correct  an  obvious  error,"  will  not  constitute 
a  material  alteration,  even  though  made  without  consent;  neither 
will  an  instrument  be  avoided  by  virtue  of  the  stamp  laws,  though 
it  be  altered  after  execution  in  a  material  particular,  provided 
the  parties  agree  to  make  such  alteration,  in  order  to  correct  a 
mistake,  .and  in  furtherance  of  their  original  intention.  Thus, 
where,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  a  policy,   the  insured  in- 


^  Mason  v.  Bradley,  11  M.  &  W.  590.  See  Nicholson  v.  Revill,  4  A.  &  E. 
675;  6  N.  &  M.  192,  S.  C.  The  removing,  however,  of  the  seal  of  one  of 
several  obligors,  does  not,  in  the  case  of  a  several  bond,  render  it  void  as  to 
the  others.  Collins  v.  Prosser,  1  B.  &  C,  682;  3  D.  &  R.  112,  S.  C.  See, 
also,  Caldwell  v.  Parker,  I.  R.,  3  Eq.  519;  though  this  case  has  been  mnch 
doubted,  if  not  overruled  by  Suffell  v.  Bk.  of  Eng.,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  401,  per 
Ct.of  App.;  L.  R.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  555,  S.  C. 

'  Chit,  on  Bills,'  181—185;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  776,  811,  et  seq. 

'  Suffell  V.  Bk.  of  Eng.,  51  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  401,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  L.  R.,  9Q. 
B.  D.  555,  S.  C,  overruling  S.  C,  L.  R.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  270.  See  Leeds  & 
County  Bk.  v.  Walker,  L.  R.,   11  Q.  B.  D.  84;  55  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  590,  S.  C. 

*  Powell  V.  Divett,  15  East,  29;  Mollett  v.  "Wackerbarth,  5  Com.  B.  181. 

5  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  W.  784;  13  M.  &  "W.  353,  S.  C,  in  Ex.  Ch. 

«  See  Bluck  v.  Gompertz,  7  Ex.  R.  862. 
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serted  some  words  which  gave  him  no  power  to  do  any  one  thing 
which  he  could  not  have  done  under  the  policy  as  it  originally 
stood,  the  court  held  that  the  instrument  was  not  vacated;'  and 
where  the  words  "  by  demand  "  were  added  to  a  promissory  note, 
which  originally  expressed  no  time  for  payment,  this  alteration, 
as  it  did  not  change  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument,  was  held 
not  to  vitiate  it,  though  the  words  were  added  by  the  payee  with- 
out the  assent  of  the  maker.^  Again,  the  insertion  or  alteration 
of  a  place  for  payment  in  a  bill  of  exchange,  though  made  after 
its  acceptance,  will  not  invalidate  the  instrument,  at  least  as 
against  the  acceptor,  provided  the  words  be  added  or  altered  by 
the  acceptor,  or  with  his  consent.^  So,  filling  in  the  date  of  a 
warrant  of  attorney  after  execution  will  not  avoid  the  instrument, 
for  the  parties  must  clearly  have  intended  that  the  date  should  be 
inserted.'  So,  in  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  lOOZ., 
where  the  word  "  hundred  "  had  been  accidentally  omitted  in  the, 
second  place  in  which  the  sum  was  mentioned,  its  insertion  by  a 
stranger  was  held  to  be  immaterial;'  and  where,  in  a  note  in- 
tended to  be  negotiable,  the  words  "  or  order  "  had  been  left  out 
by  mistake,  their  insertion  by  the  holder,  with  the  consent  of  the 
maker,  was  held  neither  to  vitiate  the  instrument  nor  to  render  a 
new  stamp  necessary.^ 

§  1824.  It  is  not,  however,  on  eveiy  occasion  of  a  party  tender-    ^  iggj 
ing  an  instrument  in  evidence,  that  he  is  bound  to  explain  any 


'  Sanderson  v.  Symonds,  1  B.  &  B.  426;   4  Moore,  42,  S.  C;   Clapham  v. 
Cologan,  3  Camp.  382,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 

^  Aldous  V.  Comwell,  3  Law  Eep.,  Q.  B.  573;   37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.   201;   and  9 
B.  &  S.  607,  S.  C. 

»  Walter  v.  Cubley,   2   C.  &   M.  151;  Stevens  v.  Lloyd,  M.  &  M.  292,  per 
Ld.  Tenterden;  Jacob  v.  Hart,  6  M.  &  Sel.  142. 

*  Keane  v.  Smallbone,  17  Com.  B.  179. 

'  Waugh  V.  Eussell,  5  Taunt.  707. 

«  ByromiJ.  Thompson,  11  A.  &  E.  31;  Kershaw  v.  Cox,  3'Esp.  246;  Hame- 
lin  V.  Bruck,  9  Q.  B.  306;  Jacob  v.  Hart,  6  M.  &  Sel.  142;  Brutt  v.  Picard, 
Ey.  &  M.  37;  Robinson  v.  Touray,  1  M.  &  Sel.  217;  Farquhar  v.  Southey, 
M.  &  M.  14;  Eagleton  v.  Gutteridge,  11  M.  &  W.  465.  .  For  American  cases 
connected  with  this  subject,  see  Hunt  v.  Adams,  6  Mass.  519,  522;  Smith  v. 
c'rooker,  5  Mass.  538;  Hale  v.  Russ,  1  Greenl.  335;  Knapp  v.  Maltby,  13 
Wend.  587;  Brown  v.  Pinkham,  18  Pick.  172. 
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material  alteration  that  appears  upon  its  face;  but  only  on  those 
occasions,  when  he  is  seeking  to  enforce  it,  or  claiming  an  interest 
under  it}  The  extent  and  meaning  of  this  rule  may  be  well  illus- 
trated by  the  following  cases.  A  party  became  tenant  of  a  farm 
from  year  to  year,  and  subsequently  signed  an  agreement  respect- 
ing the  mode  of  tillage.  His  landlord  brought  an  action  for  not 
cultivating  the  land  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and 
the  instrument,  when  produced,  contained  an  erasure  in  the  ha- 
bendum, the  term  of  years  being  altered  from  seven  to  fourteen. 
The  court  decided  that  the  landlord  was  not  bound  to  explain 
this  alteration,  because  the  tenant  held  the  farm  under  a  parol 
agreement,  which  incorporated  only  so  much  of  the  written  in- 
strument as  was  applicable  to  a  yearly  holding,  and  consequently 
it  was  quite  immaterial  whether  seven  or  fourteen  years  were 
mentioned  in  that  instrument.  The  simple  contract  which  the 
parties  had  entered  into  was,  that  the  tenant  should  farm  the  land 
according  to  certain  written  stipulations.  "  The  rule  of  law," 
said  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  "  applies  where  the  obligation  is  by  reason 
of  the  instrument;  here  the  obligation  is  by  reason  of  the  parol 
contract  of  the  parties,  quite  independent  of  the  subscription  of  that 
paper,  and  arising  from  the  occupation  of  the  land  upon  all  the 
terms  of  that  instrument  which  are  applicable  to  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year,  as  to  which  an  alteration  in  the  term  of  years  is 
wholly  immaterial."" 

§  1825.  So,  in  the  case  of  Hutchins  v.  Scott,'  which  was  an 
action  for  an  excessive  distress,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove 
the  amount  of  rent  really  due,  put  in  the  agreement  for  the  lease 


'  Harris  v.  Tenpany,  1  Cab.  &  El.  65,  seems  to  be  an  utter  misappre- 
hension of  the  law.  That  was  an  interpleader,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
certain  furniture  which  had  been  seized  by  an  execution  creditor.  He  relied 
on  an  agreement  of  hiring  by  which  he  had  let  to  the  execution  debtor 
"  several  articles  mentioned  in  the  schedule  hereto.''^  At  the  time  of  executing 
this  contract,  no  schedule  was  attached  to  it,  but  one  was  afterwards  added 
by  the  plaintiff.  On  these  facts  Mr.  Justice  Lopes  is  reported  to  have  actually 
held,  that  the  agreement  was  not  vitiated  by  the  alteration,  but  that  the  goods 
seized  might  be  identified  with  those  named  in  the  schedule.     Sed  qu. 

'^  Ld.  Falmouth  v.  Eoberts,  9  M.  &  W.  471.  See,  also,  Pattinson  v.  Luckley, 
10  Law  Eep.,  Ex.  330.  »  2  M.  &  W.  809. 
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of  a  house,  No.  35,  which  was  in  fact  the  house  occupied  by  him. 
The  number  originally  inserted  in  the  instrument  was  38,  and  the 
jury  found  that  this  had  been  altered  to  85  after  the  execution  of 
the  agreement,  and  without  the  defendant's  knowledge.  The  court 
held  that,  as  the  demise  was  admitted  on  record,  the  altered 
agreement  might  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  the  terms  of  the 
holding.  "  I  do  not  think,"  said  Lord  Abingpr,  "  when  the  case  is 
rigtly  understood,  that  the  question  arises,  whether  an  alteration 
even  by  the  plaintiff  ought  to  avoid  the  agreement.  If  it  does,  the 
only  consequence  would  be,  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to 
maintain  an  action  upon  it  as  on  a  demise;  but  is  quite  a  dif- 
ferent question,  whether  it  be  given  in  evidence.  It  may  be 
void  for  the  purpose  of  taking  an  interest  under  it,  but  nevertheless 
admissible  to  prove  a  collateral  fact}  *  *  *  No  case  has  gone  the 
length  of  s.aying  that,  when  a  deed  is  altered,  and  thereby  vitiated, 
it  ceases  to  be  evidence:  it  may  be  so  with  reference  to  the  stamp 
laws.  *  *  *  Here,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  decide,  that  this 
agreement  was  evidence  to  prove  the  terms  of  the  holding;  and 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  other  holding  than  that  of  the  house 
No.  35."' 


§  1826.  So,  also,  a  deed  is  not  rendered  inadmissible  by  altera-  ?  1623 
tion,  if  it  be  produced,  "  merely  as  proof  of  some  right  or  title 
created  by,  or  resulting  from,  its  having  been  executed;^  as  in  the 
case  of  an  ejectment  to  recover  lands  which  have  been  conveyed  by 
lease  and  release.  There,  what  the  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  enforce  is 
not,  in  strictness,  a  right  under  the  lease  and  release,  but  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  the  land,  resulting  from  the  fact  of-  the  lease 
and  release  having  been  executed.  The  moment  after  their  execu- 
tion the  deeds  become  valueless,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  passing 
of  the  estate,  except  as  affording  evidence  of  the  fact  that  they  were 
executed.  If  the  effect  of  the  execution  of  such  deed  was  to  create 
a  title  to  the  land  in  question,  that  title  cannot  be  effected  by  the 
subsequent  alteration  of  the  deeds.     But  if  the  party  is  not  pro- 


1  See,  also,  Agricult.  Cattle  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  16  Q.  B.  432. 
'i  2  M.  &  "W.  815—817. 

'  See  Agricult.  Cattle  Ins.  Co.  v.   Fitzgerald,  16  Q.  B.  432;  Ld.  Ward.  v. 
Lumley,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  322;  5  H.  &  N.  87,  S.  C. 
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Deeding  by  ejectment  to  recover  the  land  conveyed,  but  is  suing  the 
gi-antor  under  his  covenants  for  title,  or  other  covenants  contained 
in  the  release,  then  the  alteration  of  the  deed  in  any  material  point 
after  its  execution,  whether  made  by  the  party  or  by  a  stranger, 
would  certainly  defeat  the  right  of  the  party  suing  to  recover."  ' 
In  like  manner,  if  the  estate  lies  in  grant,  as  a  watercourse,  and 
cannot  exist  without  deed,  it  is  said  that  any  alteration  by  the 
party  claiming  the  estate  will  avoid  the  deed  as  to  him,  and  that 
therefore  the  estate  itself,  as  well  as  all  remedy  upon  the  deed,  will 
be  utterly  gone.^ 

§  1827.  In  the  case  of  Davidson  v.  Cooper  above  cited,'  the  ? 
old  doctrine,  that  every  material  alteration  of  an  instrument,  even 
by  a  stranger,  and  without  the  privity  of  either  party,  avoids  that 
instrument,  has  been  recognised  and  adopted  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  has  been  held  to  apply  in  all  cases,  where  the 
altered  instrument  is  relied  on  as  the  foundation  of  a  right  sought  to 
be  enforced.*  The  supporters  of  this  doctrine  contend  that  it 
creates  no  real  hardship,  since  the  party  whose  right  of  action 
is  defeated  by  the  alteration  has  his  remedy  by  an  action 
against  the  spoliator;^  but  this  argument  is  entitled  to  little 
weight,  since  the  spoliator  may  either  be  a  child,  or  other  irre- 
sponsible agent,  or  be  utterly  incompetent  to  pay  any  damages; 
and  if  it  be  further  urged,  as  was  done  by  the  judges  of  the  Ex- 
chequer   Chamber  in   the    same    case,®  that    the    party  who   has 


'  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  "W.  800,  per  Ld.  Abinger.  See,  also,  Dr. 
LeyfieM's  case,  10  Eep.  88;  Bolton  v.  Bp.  of  Carlisle,  2  H.  Bl.  259;  Doe  v. 
Hirst,  3  Stark.  R.  60.  v 

'^  More  V.  Salter,  3  Bulst.  79,  per  Coke,  C.  J.;  Eoll.  R.  188;  Lewis  u.  Payn, 
8  Cowen,  71.  ^  Ante,  ?  1820. 

»  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  W.  779,  800;  Crookewit  v.  Fletcher.  26  L.  J., 
Ex.  153;  Bk.  of  Hindds.,  China,  &  Japan  v.  Smith,  36  L.  J.,  C.  P.  241. 

"■  Markham  v.  Gonaston,  Cro.  El.  626;  11  M.  &  W.  791. 

^  "After  muehdoiM,  we  think  the  judgment  (of  the  Ct.  of  Ex.)  right.  The 
strictness  of  the  rule  on  this  subject,  as  laid  down  in  Pigot's  case,  can  only  be 
explained  on  the  principle,  that  a  party,  who  Jias  the  custody  of  an  instrument 
made  for  his  benefit,  is  bound  to  preserve  it  in  its  original  state.  It  is  highly 
important  for  preserving  the  purity  of  legal  instruments,  that  this  principle 
should  be  borne  in  mind,  and  the  rule  adhered  to.     The  party  who  may  suffer 
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the  instrument  in  his  possession  is  bound  to  take  proper  care 
of  it,  this  at  least  assumes  that  the  alteration  is  made  while  the 
instrument  is  in  his  custody,  and  consequently  cannot  support  the 
broad  proposition  stated  above.  Indeed,  it  may  perhaps  be  still 
questioned,  whether  the  sound  rule  of  law  can  be  carried  further 
than  this,  that  any  party,  seeking  to  enforce  a  right  under  a  written 
instrument,  is  so  far  responsible  for  any  material  alteration  appa- 
rent on  its  face,  as  to  be  bound  to  show  that  it  was  made,  either 
before  its  execution,  or  at  a  time  when  the  instrument  was  not 
in  his  possession,  or  under  his  control;  and  that,  unless  he  can 
establish  one  or  ether  of  these  facts,  the  instrument  will  be 
vitiated. 


§  1828.  However,  since  the  case  of  Davidson  v.  Cooper,'  it  J  1625 
appears  to  be  clearly  established  in  England,  that  no  party  can 
rely  on  a  document  which  has  been  altered  while  in  his  custody, 
though  he  be  in  a  position  to  prove  most  positively,  that  the 
alteration  was  the  effect  of  pure  accident  or  mistake,  or  was  made 
without  his  privity  or  consent  by  some  person,  over  whom  he 
could  exercise  no  control.  Yet  this  doctrine  surely  accords  but 
little  with  common  notions  of  justice  and  equity; '^  and  is,  more- 
over, inconsistent,  not  only  with  several  old  cases,  decided  in  con- 
formity with  the  custom  of  merchants,  in  which  it  has  been  held, 
that  the  cancellation  by  mistake  of  a  cheque  or  bill  does  not  in- 
validate the  instrument;^  but  also  with  the  express  provisions  of 

has  no  risht  to  complain,  since  there  cannot  be  any  alteration  except  through 
fraud  or  laches  on  his  part. ' '  Per  Ld.  Denman,  In  pronouncing  the  judgment 
of  the  Ex.  Ch.,  13  M.  &  W.  352. 

•  11  M.  &  "W.  778 ;  13  id.  343,  S.  C. 

'  It  deserves  notice  that  in  New  York  the  above  doctrine  is  rejected,  the  law 
being  as  follows: — "  The  party  producing  a  writing  as  genuine  which  has  been 
altered,  or  appears  to  have  been  altered,  after  its  execution,  in  a  part  material 
to  the  question  in  dispute,  must  account  for  the  appearance  or  alteration.  He 
may  show  that  the  alteration  was  made  6j  another  without  his  concurrence,  or 
was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  affected  by  'it,  or  otherwise  properly 
or  innocently  made,  or  that  the  alteration  did  not  change  the  meaning  or  lan- 
guase  of  the  instrument.  If  he  do  that,  he  may  give  the  writing  in  evidence, 
but  not  otherwise."     Code  Civ.  ?  1794. 

'  Eaper  ii.  Birkbeck,  15  East,  17  ;  Fernandey  v.  Glynn,  1  Camp.  426  ;  "Wil- 
kinson V.  .Tohnson,  3  B.  &  C.  428 ;  5  D.  &  E.  403,  S.  C. ;  Novell!  v.  Rossi,  2 
B.  &  Ad,  757  ;  Warwick  v.  liogers,  5  M.  &  Gr.  340. 
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the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1882.'  The  doctrine  is  also  opposed 
to  the  case  of  Lady  Argoll  v.  Cheney,^  where  a  deed  to  lead  the 
uses  of  a  recovery  was  held  good,  though  the  seals  had  been  torn 
off  by  a  little  boy ;  and  to  the  case  of  Henf rey  v.  Bromley,^  where 
an  award  was  sustained,  though  the  umpire,  after  it  had  been  made, 
altered  the  amount,  leaving  the  original  sum  awarded  still  legible. 
It  must,  however,  be  conceded,  that  these  last  two  decisions  are  of 
less  authority  on  this  particular  point,  as  they  possibly  turned  on 
the  distinction  mentioned  above,  between  an  instrument  constitut- 
ing the  foundation  of  a  right,  and  that  which  simply  furnishes 
evidence  of  some  right,  resulting  from  its  execution.* 

§  1829.  Be  this  as  it  may,  it  certainly  deserves  notice,  that,  ^  i626 
according  to  a  decision  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer,  an  instru- 
ment is  not  rendered  void  in  Ireland  by  any  alteration  in  it,  which 
an  unauthorised  stranger  may  make;  *  neither,  in  America,  is  the 
doctrine  recognised  to  the  extent  now  established  in  England;  ° 
but,  unless  some  fraudulent  intent  be  brought  home  to  the  party 
claiming  under  the  instrument,  the  unwarranted  alteration  of  a 
writing  by  a  stranger  is  treated  as  a  merely  accidental  spoliation, 
which  in  that  country  does  not  vitiate  the  instrument.'  In  the 
case  of  the  United  States  v.  Spalding,*  Mr.  Justice  Story  strongly 
condemns  the  English  doctrine,  as  repugnant  to  common  sense  and 
justice, — as  inflicting  on  an  innocent  party  all  the  losses  occasioned 
by  mistake,  by  accident,  by  the  wrongful  act  of  third  persons,  or 


1  45  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  ?  63,  subs.  3, 

^  Palm.  402.  "So  in  any  case  where  the  seal  is  torn  off  by  accident  after 
plea  pleaded  (see  1  Eoll.  E.  40,  also  cited  in  Pigot's  case,  11  Rep.  27,  and 
Michael  v.  Scockwith,  Cro.  El.  120,  in  both  which  cases  the  court  on  this 
ground  held  that  the  mutilated  instrument  was  the  deed  of  the  party  on  non 
est  factum)  ;  and  in  these  days  I  think,  even  if  the  seal  were  torn  off  before  the 
action  brought,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  framing  a  declaration,  which 
would  obviate  every  doubt  on  that  point  by  stating  the  truth  of  the  case:  "  per 
Buller,  J.,  in  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  R.  339.  s  g  ^^^^  309 

*  See  ante,  |  1826.  5  g^jney  v.  BaiTy,  Jones,  109. 

^  Gr.  Ev.  §  566  &  n.  1,  in  part,  as  to  next  twelve  lines. 

'  Cutts  V.  U.  S.,  1  Gall.  69  ;  U.  S.  v.  Spalding,  2  Mason,  478;  Eees  v. 
Overbaugh,  6  Cowen,  746  ;  Lewis  v.  Payn,  8  Cowen,  71 ;  Jackson  v.  Malin, 
15  Johns.  297,  per  Piatt,  J. ;  Nicholls  v.  Johnson,  10  Conn.  192 ;  Marshall  v. 
Gougler,  10  Serg.  &  E.  164.  8  2  Mason,  483. 
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by  the  providence  of  Heaven, — and  as  a  rule,  which  ought  to  have 
the  support  of  unbroken  authority,  before  a  court  of  law  should 
feel  bound  to  surrender  its  judgment  to  what  deserves  no  better 
name  than  a  technical  quibble.  In  these  observations  the  American 
judge  has  been  supported  by  Mr.  Baron  Alderson,  who,  in  Hutchins 
V.  Scott,'  remarked,  "  It  is  difficult  to  understand  why  an  alteration 
by  a  stranger  should  in  any  case  avoid  the  deed — why  the  tortious 
act  of  a  third  person  should  affect  the  rights  of  the  two  parties  to  it, 
unless  the  alteration  goes  the  length  of  making  it  doubtful  what  the 
deed  originally  was,  or  what  the  parties  meant." 

§  1830.^  It  seems  now  to  be  tolerably  clear  that  a  mere  im-  §  1627 
material  alteration,  though  made  by  the  obligee  himself,  will  not 
avoid  an  instrument,  provided  it  be  done  innocently,  and  to  no 
injurious  purpose.'  But  if  the  alteration  be  fraudulently  made  by 
the  party  claiming  under  the  instrument,  it  does  not  seem  impor- 
tant, whether  it  be  in  a  material  or  an  immaterial  part;  for,  in 
either  case,  he  has  brought  himself  under  the.  operation  of  the  rule, 
established  for  the  prevention  of  mal -practices;  and  having  fraudu- 
lently destroyed  the  identity  of  the  instrument,  he  must  incur  the 
peril  of  all  the  consequences.* 

§  1831.  It  has  been  seen  that,  in  order  to  render  the  alteration    i  1628 
fatal,  it  must  be  made  after  the  execution  or  other  completion  of 
the  instrument.     These  words  are,  in  general,  sufficiently  explicit; 
but  in  two  classes  of  cases  embarrassing  questions  respecting  their 


1  2  M.  &  W.  814.  ^  Gr.  Ev.  ?  568,  in  part. 

s  Aldous  V.  Cornwel],  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  201;  3  Law  Rep.,  Q.  B.  573;  and  9  B. 
&  S.  607,  S.  C;  Sanderson  v.  Symonds,  1  B.  &  B.  426;  Hatch  v.  Hatch,  9 
Mass.  311,  per  Sewell,  J.;  Smith  v.  Dunbar,  8  Pick.  246.  In  Farquhar  «. 
Southey,  M.  &  M.  14,  the  acceptance  of  a  hill  was  signed  "Southey  &  Crow- 
der;"  the  bill  was  originally  addressed  to  "Messrs.  Southey,  Crowder,  &  Co. ;" 
but  the  address  was  altered  to  correspond  with  the  acceptance.  Held,  that  this 
was  an  immaterial  alteration,  and  that  the  acceptors  were  not  discharged,  per 
Littledale,  J. 

*  Pigot's  case,  11  Eep.  27;  cited  arguendo,  in  4  T.  E.  322,  and  11  M.  &  "W. 
789;  Shep.  Touch.  68;  Sanderson  v.  Symonds,  1  B.  &  B.  430,  per  Dallas,  C.  J. 
If  an  obligee  procure  a  person ,  who  was  not  pre.sent  at  the  execution  of  the  bond, 
to  sign  his  name  as  an  attesting  witness,  this  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  fraud, 
and  avoids  the  bond.     Adams  v.  Frye,  3  Mete.  103. 
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interpretation  have  arisen.  The  first  class  comprehends  policies  of 
assurance,  composition  deeds,  and  other  settlement  deeds,  in  which 
several  parties  with  independent  interests,  joining  to  eifect  some 
general  purpose,  execute  one  common  deed  at  different  times.  By 
considering  such  deeds  as  instruments  of  a  peculiar  nature,  em- 
bracing separate  contracts  with  diiferent  individuals,  the  strict  rule 
of  law  has  been,  to  a  certain  degree,  eluded;'  and  it  has  been  held 
that  any  alterations  made  during  the  progress  of  such  transactions 
still  leave  the  deeds  valid  as  to  the  parties  previously  executing 
them,  provided  such  alterations  have  not  affected  the  situation  in 
which  these  parties  stood.^ 


§  1832.  A^eg'oto&fe  secwn'Wes  constitute  the  second  class,  respect-  §  n29 
ing  which  little  difficulty  arises  in  regard  to  the  time  when  an 
alteration  will  be  deemed  fatal,  if  made  without  consent;  because 
that  time  is  calculated  from  the  date  of  the  making,  accepting, 
drawing,  or  indorsing  of  the  instrument  by  the  party  against  whom 
it  is  produced  ;  but  the  question  is  at  what  precise  period  will  a 
bill  or  note  be  considered  complete,  so  that  any  subsequent  altera- 
tion, whether  made  with  or  without  consent  of  the  parties,  will 
invalidate  the  instrument  by  reason  of  the  stamp  laws  ?  In  answer 
'to  this  question,  it  may  be  broadly  stated,  that  a  negotiable  security 
is  complete,  as  soon  as,  but  not  until,  it  becomes  an  available  in- 
strument, or,  in  other  words,  when  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a  party  who 
can  make  a  valid  claim  upon  it.  Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  an  accom- 
modation bill  may  be  altered  after  it  has  been  drawn,  accepted,  and 
indorsed,  provided  it  has  not  been  passed  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value;'  and  a  bill  for  value,  if  unindorsed,  is  not  deemed  complete 
till  its  acceptance  ;*  nor,  it  seems,  even  then,  unless  it  be  abso- 
lutely returned  to  the  payee."     On  the  other  hand,  every  material 


'  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  &  "W.  802,  per  Ld.  Abinger.  See  "West  v. 
Steward,  14  M.  &  W.  47,  cited  post,  I  1835. 

'  Doe  V.  Bingham,  4  B.  &  A.  675,  per  Bayley,  J.,  recognised  in  Hibblewhite 
v.  M'Morine,  6  M.  &  W.  215. 

«  Downes  v.  Eicbardson,  5  B.  &  A.  674;  1  D.  &  R.  332,  S.  C;  Tarleton  v. 
Shingler,  7  Com.  B.  812.     SeeCardwell  v.  Martin,  9  East,  190. 

*  Kennerly  v.  Nash,  1  Stark.  Q.  452,  per  Ld.  EUenborough. 

*  Sherrington  v.  Jermyn,  3  C.  &  P.  374,  per  Ld.  Tenterden. 
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alteration,  whether  made  before  or  after  acceptance,  or  with  or 
without  consent,  will  invalidate  a  bill,  whether  it  be  drawn  for 
accommodation  or  for  value,  if  it'  be  once  issued  to  a  person,  who, 
as  holder  for  valuable  consideration,  is  entitled  to  sue  any  prior 
party  thereon.' 


§  1833.  The  principles  above  stated  with  respect  to  negotiable  §  1630 
securities,  apply  equally  to  other  instruments;  and  therefore  where 
a  bond,  after  execution,  but  before  it  had  passed  to  the  obligee,  was 
altered,  by  inserting,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  the  name  of 
an  additional  obligor,  the  court  held  that  it  was  not  vacated,  and 
that  no  new  stamp  was  required.^  The  same  point  was  ruled  in 
Jones  V.  Jones,'' where  a  marriage  settlement  had  been  executed  by 
the  conveying  party,  but,  before  it  was  executed  by  the  other  parties, 
or  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  persons  who  were  to  take  under 
it,  a  clause  was  objected  to  and  struck  out,  after  which  the  deed  was 
re-executed.  The  question  in  these  cases  is,  whether,  taking  into 
consideration  all  the  circumstances,  the  matter  was  or  was  not  in 
fieri;  and  that,  to  use  Mr.  Preston's  language,  "depends  on  the 
inquiry,  whether  the  intended  grantor  has  given  sanction  to  the 
instrument,  so  as  to  make  it  conclusively  his  deed."  * 

§  1834.  Perhaps  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  rule,  that  the  §  igsi 
transaction  will  be  deemed  incomplete,  and,  consequently,  that  an 
alteration  may  be  effected,  if  the  deed  remain  in  the  grantor's 
possession,  or  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  as  an  agent 
for  him,- provided  there  be  nothing  to  show  that  it  was  intended  to 
operate  immediately,  or  that  it  was  accepted  as  an  effectual  deed 
by  the  party  in  whose  favour  it  was  made.^  So,  if  the  instrument 
be  delivered  as  an  escrow,  which  is  not  to  take  effect  as  a  deed  until 


'  Outhwaite  v.  Luntley,  4  Camp.  179;  Walton  v.  Hastings,  id.  223;  1  Stark. 
E.  215,  S.  €.     See  further  on  this  subject,  Chit.  Bills,  186—189. 

'  Matson  v.  Booth,  5  M.  &  Sel.  223;  see  Zouch  v.  Claj,  1  Ventr.  185;  2 
Keb.  872,  881;  2  Lev.  35,  S.  C. 

»  1  C.  &  M.  721 ;  3  Tyr.  890,  S.  C.  See,  also,  Spicer  v.  Burgess,  1  C.  M.  & 
E.  129;  4  Tyr.  598,  S.  C.^  Murray  v.  Ld.  Stair,  2  B.  &  C.  82;'  3  D.  &  E.  278, 
S.  C. ;  Johnson  v.  Baker,  4  B.  &  A.  440.  *  3  Prest.  on  Abstr.  64. 

°  See  cases  cited  in  last  note  but  one. 
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a  certain  event  has  happened,  it  may  be  altered  with  impunity.'  If, 
however,  the  grantor  has  once  parted  with  all  control  over  the  deed,  it 
can  no  longer  be  altered,  though  it  has  not  been  actually  delivered 
to  the  grantee.^  Thus,  where  A.  executed  a  deed  transferring 
certain  railway  shares  to  B.,  and,  having  received  the  purchase- 
money  from  B.'s  brokers,  delivered  to  them  the  instrument,  the 
transaction  was  held  to  be  perfected  at  common  law,  though  B.  had 
not  executed  the  deed,  and  though  the  Eailway  Act  directed  that, 
on  every  sale  of  shares,  the  deed  should  be  executed  by  both  parties; 
and,  therefore,  the  name  of  C.  being  afterwards  substituted  for  B., 
and  the  deed  re- executed  by  the  seller,  the  court  held  that  it  could 
not  operate  as  a  conveyance  to  C.  without  a  fresh  stamp.^ 

§  1835.  Questions  of  nicety  have  sometimes  arisen  respecting  ?  1632 
the  validity  of  instruments,  which  have  been  executed  in  blank,  and 
subsequently  filled  up ;  and  distinctions  have  been  recognised,  first, 
between  deeds  and  other  instruments;  and  secondly,  as  to  deeds, 
between  the  insertion  of  matter  essential  to  their  operation,  and 
that  which  is  not  so  essential.  Thus,  writs  and  subpoenas  may,  it 
seems,  be  sealed  in  blank,  and  then  filled  up  ;  *  and  an  acceptance 
written  on  a  blank  piece  of  stamped  paper,  may  be  afterwards  con- 
verted into  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  the  extent  of  such  sum  as  the 

'  Hudson  V.  Kevett,  5  Bing.  269;  2  M.  &  P.  663,  S.  C;  explained  by  Alder- 
son,  B.,  in  "West  v.  Steward,  14M.  &"W.  49.  See,  also,  casescited  ante,  p.  1559, 
n.  3.  The  question  whether  a  deed  was  executed  as  {in  escrow, — unless  the 
point  depends  on  documentary  evidence  alone,'— is  one  for  the  jury,  who 
should  look  to  all  the  facts  attending  the  execution,  and  who  are  not  now 
bound,  as  formerly,  to  find  in  the  negative,  if  no  express  words  have  been 
used  declaratory  of  such  an  intention.  Bowker  v.  Burdekin,  11  M.  &  W.  128, 
147;  Furness  v.  Meek,  27  L.  J.,  Ex.  34;  Kidner  v.  Keith,  15  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  35. 
See,  also,  Gudgen  v.  Besset,  26  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  36;  6  E.  &  B.  986,  S.  C;  Watkins 
V.  Nash,  20  Law  Eep.,  Eq.  262;  44  L.  J.  Ch.  505,  S.  C;  and  aute, 
II  41,  43,  &  1135. 

2  T>oe,v.  Knight,  5  B.  &  C.  671;  8  D.  &  R.  348,  S.  C.  See  Eichards  v. 
Lewis,  11  Com.  B.  1046;  and  Xenos  v.  Wickham,  2  Law  Eep.,  H.  L.  296;  and 
36  L,  J.,  C.  P.  313,  S.  C.  in  Dom.  Proc,  reversing  judg.  in  Ex.  Ch.,  33  L.  J., 
C.  P.  13;  13  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  435,  S.  C. 

'  Lond.  &  Bright.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fairclough,  2  M.  &  Gr.  674,  705.  Perhaps, 
if  the  Eail.  Co.,  who  produced  and  relied  upon  the  altered  deed,  had  shown 
that  B.'s  name  had  originally  been  inserted  by  mislqjce,  no  new  stamp  would 
have  been  requisite.     See  ante,  §  1823. 

*  See  6  M.  &  W.  207,  arguendo. 
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stamp  will  cover.'  As  between  the  drawer  and  the  acceptor,  a 
blank  acceptance  must,  indeed,  be  filled  up  within  a  reasonable 
time;''  but  this  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee  for 
value  without  notice,  for  the  law  presumes,  with  reference  to  him, 
that  the  drawer  was  invested  with  general  authority  from  the 
acceptor  to  fill  up  the  bill  at  any  time.'  Again,  it  appears  that 
blanks  may  be  filled  up  in  a  deed  after  its  execution,  if  the  omission 
did  not  render  it  a  nullity,  and  the  matter  inserted  carries  out  the 
original  intention  of  the  grantor,  or  is  introduced  with  his  consent.* 
Thus,  where  a  party,  being  abroad,  executed  a  power  of  attorney, 
whereby  he  appointed  " —  Eee  of  Ware  "  his  attorney,  and  Mr.  Eee, 
to  whom  the  power  was  delivered,  and  who,  according  to  the  evidence, 
was  the  party  intended  to  be  authorised  by  it,  inserted  his  Christian 
name  in  the  blank  space,  it  was  held  that  the  instrument  was  not 
invalidated,  though  possibly  some  objection  might  have  been  taken 
with  respect  to  the  stamp  laws.'  So,  where  a  debtor  had  assigned 
bis  property  by  deed  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
"  whose  names  and  the  amount  of  whose  debts  were  set  out  in  a 
schedule  thereunto  annexed,"  the  court  held  that  the  deed  was 
valid,  though  at  the  time  of  its  execution  by  the  debtor,  no  schedule 
was  annexed,  but  when  the  deed  was  produced  in  evidence  one  was 
appended,  containing  the  signatures  of  the  creditors,  some  of  which 
had  been  erased,  and  others  had  no  sums  set  against  them.° 


§  1836.  But  if  an  instrument,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  was,    g  1033 
by  reason  of  some  material  deficiency,  incapable  of  operating  as  a 

1  45  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  §^0,  subs.  1;  Garrard  r.  Lewis,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  30; 
Schultz  V.  Astley,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  552,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.;  Collis  v.  Emett,  1 
H.  Bl.  313;  Enssell  v.  Langstaffe,  2  Doug.  514.  See  Hatch  v.  Searles,  2  Sm. 
&  Gif.  147;  Hogarth  v.  La,tham,  L.  E.,  3-  Q.  B.  D.  643,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  & 
Loud.  &  S.  West.  Bk.  v.  "Wentworth,  L.  E.,  5  Ex.  D.  96;  49  L.  J.  Ex.  657, 
S.  C. 

245  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  ?  20,  sulis.  2;  Temple  v.  Pullen,  8  Ex.  E.  389.  See 
Carter  v.  White,  L.  E.,  20  Ch.  D.  225;  51  L.  J.,  Ch.  465,  S.  C;  Eiley  v.  Ger- 
rish,  9  Cush.  104. 

345  &  46  v.,  c.  61,  ?  20,  subs.  3.  Montague  v.  Perkins,  22  L.  J.,  C.  P.  187. 
See  Hatch  v.  Searles,  2  Sm.  &  Gif.  147. 

*  Markham  d.  Gonaston,  Cro.  El.  626;  M.  547,  S.  C;  Zouchi).  Clay,  IVentr. 
185;  2  Keb.  872,  881;  2  Lev.  35,  S.  C. 

*  Eagleton  v.  Gutteridge,  11  M.  &  W.  465. 
«  West  V.  Steward,  14  M.  &  W.  47. 
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deed,  it  cannot  afterwards  become  a  deed  by  being  completed  and 
delivered  by  a  stranger,  in  the  absence  of  the  party  who  executed  it, 
unless  such  stranger  be  authorised  by  instrument  under  seal;  for,  if 
this  were  permitted,  the  principle  would  be  violated  which  requires 
that  an  attorney  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  for  another  must 
himself  be  appointed  by  deed.'  Thus,  where  a  proprietor  of  railway 
shares  executed  a  conveyance  of  three  shares  with  the  name  of  the 
purchaser  in  blank,  it  was  held  that  nothing  passed  by  this  deed, 
and  that  an  agent  appointed  by  parol  could  not  afterwards,  in  the 
absence  of  his  principal,  introduce  the  name  of  the  vendee;^  and 
where  a  deed  contained  a  covenant  to  deliver  to  the  covenantee 
certain  articles  "  as  per  schedule  annexed,"  and  the  schedule  was 
not  annexed  at  the  time  of  execution,  the  court  decided  that  its  sub- 
sequent annexation,  in  the  absence  of  one  of  the  parties,  did  not 
give  it  operation  as  part  of  the  deed,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
instrument  was  insensible  and  void.' 

§  1837.  It  should  be  observed  that  these  last  two  cases  turned  ?  1634 
partly  on  the  fact  that  the  deficiency  was  supplied  in  the  abscence  of 
the  granting  and  contracting  party;  and  indeed,  had  not  this  been 
the  case,  the  decisions  would  possibly  have  been  different;  for,  on 
the  principle  adopted  in  Hudson  v.  Bevett,*  if  a  blank  in  a  material 
part  of  a  deed  be  filled  up  after  execution,  and  the  party  be  present 
at  the  time  and  ratify  the  act,  this  will  amount  to  evidence  of  re- 
delivery, and  the  deed  will  be  held  valid.  In  that  case  the  defendant 
executed  and  delivered  a  deed,  conveying  his  property  to  trustees  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  the  particulars  of  whose  demands  were 
stated  therein;  but  a  blank  was  left  for  one  of  the  principal  debts. 


'  Hibblewhite  v.  M'Morine,  6  M.  &  W.  214,  216,  per  Parke,  B.  See  ante, 
?  985. 

^  Hibblewhite  v.  M'Morine,  6  M.  &  W.  200,  overruling  Texira  v.  Evans, 
cited  1  Anstr.  228.  See  Swan  v.  N.  Brit.  Austral.  Co.,  7  H.  &  N.  603;  S.  C.  in 
Ex.  Ch.',  32  L.  J.,  Ex.  273;  and  2  H.  &C.  175;  Taylor?'.  Gt.  Ind.  Pen.  Ey.  Co., 
4  De  Gex  &  J.  559;  S.  C.  in  error,  28  L.  J.,  Ch.'714,  715. 

»  "Weeks  v.  Maillardet,  14  East,  568,  noticed  by  Parke,  B.,  in  6  M.  &W.  215; 
and  in  AVest  ».  Steward,  14  M.  &  W.  48.  See  Dyer  v.  Green,  1  Ex.  E.  71;  and 
Daines  v.  Heath,  3  Com.  B.  938. 

*  5  Bing.  269;  2  M.  &  P.  663,  S.  C;  explained  by  Alderson,  B.,  in  West  v. 
Steward,  14  M.  &  W.  49.  See,  also,  Tupper  v.  Foulkes,  30  L.  J.,  C.  P.  214;  9 
Com.  B.,  N.  S.  797,  S.  C. 
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the  exact  amount  of  which  was  subsequently  ascertained  and  inserted 
in  the  deed,  in  the  grantor's  presence  and  with  his  assent,  by  the 
attorney  who  had  prepared  the  deed  and  had  it  in  his  possession,  he 
being  one  of  the  trustees.  The  defendant  having  afterwards  recog- 
nised this  instrument  as  valid  in  various  transactions,  the  court, 
considering  that  it  was  originally  executed  as  an  escrow,  and  was 
not  intended  to  be  a  perfect  deed  till  all  the  blanks  were,  filled  up, 
held  that  the  act  of  the  grantor,  in  assenting  to  the  filling  up  of  the 
blank,  amounted  to  a  re-delivery  of  the  deed  thus  completed.' 

§  1838.  Notwithstanding  the  rule  of  law  which  requires  the  ?  1636 
party,  tendering  in  evidence  an  altered  instrument,  to  explain  its 
appearance,  it  is  now  decided,  at  least  with  respect  to  letters  and 
ancient  documents  coming  from  the  right  custody,  that  the  mere 
fact  of  their  being  in  a  mutilated  or  imperfect  state,  will  not  throw 
upon  the  party  producing  them  the  burthen  of  proving  when,  by 
whom,  or  for  what  purpose,  they  were  mutilated ;  but  such  documents 
will  be  received,  though  the  mutilation  be  evidently  not  accidental, 
provided  that  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  instrument  remains  to 
explain  its  general  nature  and  effect,  and  it  can  be  shown  that  it  is 
produced  in  the  same  state  in  which  it  was  actually  found.  The 
weight  due  to  such  a  document  may  be  a  just  matter  of  comment, 
and  in  many  cases  the  jury  would  regard  it  as  utterly  valueless; 
still,  no  legal  objection  can  be  taken  to  its  being  presented  to  their 
notice,  such  as  it  is;  and  the  right  enjoyed  by  the  opponent,  of 
insisting  that  the  whole  instrument  shall  be  read,  is  not  infringed 


'  The  same  effect  was  given  to  clear  and  unequivocal  acts  of  assent  in  pais 
by  a  feme  mortgagor,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  as  amounting  to  a  re- 
delivery of  a  deed  of  mortgage,  executed  by  her  while  a  feme  covert.  Good- 
right  V.  Straphan,  1  Cowp.  201,  204;  Shep.  Touch.  58.  "The  general  rule," 
said  Johnson,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Duncan  v.  Hodges, 
4  M'C.  239,  "is,  that  if  a  blank  be  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  and  afterwards 
written,  it  is  no  deed;  and  the  obvious  reason  is,  that  as  there  was  nothing  of 
substance  contained  in  it,  nothing  could  pass  by  it.  '  But  the  rule  was  never 
intended  to  prescribe  to  the  grantor  the  order  of  time  in  which  the  several  parts 
of  a  deed  should  be  .written.  A  thing  to  be  granted,  a  person  to  whom,  and 
the  sealing  and  delivery,  are  some  of  those  which  are  necessary,  and  the  whole 
is  consummated  by  the  delivery;  and  if  the  grantor  should  think  proper  to 
reverse  this'order  in  the  manner  of  execution,  but  in  the  end  makes  it  perfect 
before  the  delivery,  it  is  a  good  deed."    See  ante,  §  149. 
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by  it8  admission,  since  that  rule  merely  provides  that  no  part  of  the 
deed,  in  the  state  in  which  it  actually  is,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
jury  without  the  consent  of  the  adverse  party.' 


§  1839.  Formerly  a  rule  prevailed,  that  if  an  instrument,  on  ?  1636 
being  produced,  appeared  to  be  signed  by  subscribing  witnesses,  one 
of  them  at  least  should  be.  called  to  prove  its  execution;^  but  this 
rule,  after  having  worked  gross  injustice  for  a  long  course  of  years, 
was  at  length  abrogated  by  the  Legislature.  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1854,  among  other  enlightened  provisions,  contains 
the  following  clause: — "  It  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  by  the 
attesting  witness  any  instrument,  to  the  validity  of  which  attestation 
ia  not  requisite;  and  such  instrument  may  be  proved  by  admission 
or  otherwise,  as  if  there  had  been  no  attesting  witness  thereto.'" 
The  first  question,  therefore,  to  be  determined,  when  an  attested 
document  is  tendered  in  evidence,  is  whether  or  not  it  be  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  require  attestation.  In  a  former  chapter*  many  statutes 
were  referred  to,  which  render  attestation  necessary,  in  order  to  give 
validity  to  particular  instruments;  but  notwithstanding  such  refer- 
ence, it  will  probably  be  deemed  convenient  to  enumerate,  in  the 
present  connexion,  the  principal  documents,  which  must  still  be 
proved  by  calling  one  or  more  of  the  subscribing  witnesses. 

§  1840.  This  list  will  be  found  to  contain,  first,  all  instruments    §  1637 
executed  under  powers,  where  the  parties  creating  such  powers  have 
thought  proper,  for  bette»^ecurity,  to  require  the  execution  to  be 
attested;^  and  next,  wills;  °  warrants  of  attorney,  and  cognovits;' 


'  Ld.  Trimlestown  v.  Kemmis,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  763,  774,  775;  Evans  v.  Eees,  10 
A.  &  E.  151. 

^  Doe  V.  Durnford,  2  M.  &  Sel.  62;  Higgs  v.  Dixon,  2  Stark.  R.  180;  Currie 
V.  Brown,  3  Camp.  283. 

"  17  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  ?  26;  extended  by  subsequent  legislation  "to  all  Courts 
of  Judicature,  as  well  criminal  as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law 
or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence," 
whether  in  England  or  in  Ireland;  17  &  18  V.,  c.  125,  ?  103;  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102, 
U  29,  98,  Ir. ;  28  &  29  v.,  c.  18,  U  1,  7-  See  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.  Law  Commlss., 
p.  23,  where  the  reasons  for  this  change  in  the  law  are  ably  expounded. 

*  Part  ii.,  Ch.  xvlii,  '  See  2nd  Rep.  of  Com.  Law  Commiss.,  p.  23. 

8  Ante,  ?  1050.  '  Ante,  §  1111. 
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bills  of  sale;'  conveyances  .to  charitable  uses  under  tbe  Mortmain 
Act;^  leases  under  "  the  leasing  powers  Act  for  religious  worship 
in  Ireland,  1855 ;  ^ "  certificates  of  searches  and  memorials,  and 
some  copies  of  enrolments,  granted  by  the  registrar  of  deeds 
and  wills  in  Middlesex;'  appointments  of  trustees  of  property 
conveyed  for  religious  or  educational  purposes;^  marriage  regis- 
ters; •■  deeds  of  fathers  appointing  guardians  of  their  children;' 
assignments  of  bail  bonds ;  *  protests  of  bills  of  exchange  by  persons 
not  notaries ; "  powers  of  attorney  to  transfer,  or  receive  dividends 
on,  colonial  stock;'"  and  agreements  between  owners  and  drivers  of 
metropolitan  stage  carriages." 

§  1841.  Besides  the  documents  just  specified,  all  bills  of  sale  of  §  1639 
British'^  ships,  together  with  agreements,  alterations  of  agreements, 
releases,  and  indentures  of  apprenticeship,  executed  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,"  must 
respectively  be  attested;  but,  in  the'se  particular  cases,  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses  need  not  be  called  to  prove  the  due  execution  of 
the  instruments;  for  the  statute  contains,  in  §  526,  an  express 
enactment,  that  "Any  document  required  by  this  Act  to  be  executed 
in  the  presence  of,  or  to  be  attested  by,  any  witness  or  witnesses, 
may  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of  any  person  who  is  able  to  bear 
•witness  to  the  requisite  facts,  without  the  attesting  witness  or  wit- 
nesses, or  any  of  them." 

§  1842.  Notwithstanding  the  clear  language  of  the  Legislature,  g  1640 
as  cited  above  in  §  1839,  that  "  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove 
by  the  attesting  witness  any  instrument,"  &c.,  a  decision  has"  been 
pronounced  by  Sir  Richard  Kindersley,  which, — if  reliance  can  be 
placed  on  the  report  in  the  "  Jurist," — goes  far  towards  neutralising 
this  most  salutary  provision.  It  seems,  by  the  report,  that  in  the 
case  of  Reay's  Estate,  "  the  Vi'ce-Chancellor,  after  taking  time  to 


1  Ante,  ?  1110.  '  Id. 

3  18&  19  v.,  c.  39,  ?  10,  cited  ante,  ?  1110. 

*  Ante,  ?  1645,  ^  Ante,  I  1110.  «  Id.  '  Id. 

«  Id.  »  Id.  ">  40  &  41  V.  c.  59,  §  4,  subs.  1,  and  ?  6. 

"  Ante,  I  1099.  "  Ante,  §  994.  "  Ante,  §  1098. 

"  1  Jur.  N.  S.  222.     See,  too,  Leigh  ji., Lloyd,  35  Beav.  455. 
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consider,  and  consulting  the  other  equity  judges,  has  stated  their 
unanimous  opinion  to  be,  that,  in  spite  of  the  Act,  a  deed  cannot 
be  proved  in  ex  parte  cases,  except  by  the  attesting  witness.  Should 
any  serious  difficulty  occur  in  obtaining  such  proof,  special  applica- 
tion may  be  made  to  the  court,  but  in  all  ordinary  occasions  the 
evidence  of  the  attesting  witness  will  be  regarded  as  necessary. 
It  is  to  be  hoped  that  this  mischievoas  doctrine  will  not  become 
established  law;  and  indeed  it  has,  at  least  on  one  occasion,  been 
much  shaken  by  a  very  able  Vice -Chancellor.' 

§  1843.  The  general  rule  which  requires  the  production  of  an  g  i641 
attesting  witness,  when  the  validity  of  an  instrument  depends  upon 
its  formal  attestation,  is  so  inexorable,  that  it  applies  even  to  a 
cancelled^  or  a  burnt''  deed;  as  also  to  one,  the  execution  of  which 
is  admitted  by  the  party  to  it;*  and  that,  too,  though  such  admis- 
sion be  deliberately  made,  either  in  open  court,*  or  in  a  subsequent 
agreement,^  or  even  in  a  sworb  answer  to  interrogatories  delivered 
to  the  party  in  the  cause.'  Nay,  a  party  in  a  cause  who  is  called 
as  a  witness  by  his  opponent,  cannot  be  required,  or  even  permitted 
to  prove  the  execution  by  himself  of  any  instrument,  to  the  validity 
of  which  attestation  is  requisite,  so  long  as  the  attesting  witness  is 
capable  of  being  called.*     So,  also,  the  attesting  witness  must  be 


I  In  re  Mair's  Estate,  42  L.  J.,  Ch.  882,  per  Wickens,  V.-C. 

"  Breton  v.  Cope,  Pea.  R.  44. 

'  Gillies  V.  Smither,  2  Stark.  E.  528. 

*  Abbott).  Plumbe,  1  Doug.  216,  referred  to  by  Lawrence,  J.,  in  7  T.  R. 
267,  and  in  2  East,  187;  and  confirmed  by  Ld.  Ellenborough  as  an  inexorable 
rule,  in  R.  v.  Harringworth,  4  M.  &  Sel.  353.  See,  also,  Mounsey  v.  Burnham, 
1  Hare,  15.  A  diflerent  rule  prevails  in  India,  and  the  Ind.  Evid.  Act  of 
1872  enacts,  in  |  70,  that  "the  admission  of  a  party  to  an  attested  document  of 
its  execution  by  himself  shall  be  sufficient  proof  of  its  execution  as  against 
him,  though  it  be  a  document  required  by  law  to  be  attested." 

*  Johnson  v.  Mason,  1  Esp.  89,  per  Ld.  Kenyon,  citing  Ld.  Mansfield  to  the 
same  effect. 

*  Doe  V.  Penfold,  8  C.  &  P.  536,  per  Patteson,  J,  But  see  Bringloe  v.  Good- 
son,  5  Bing.,  N.  C.  740,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  post,  ?  1849. 

'  See  Call  v.  Dunning,  4  East,  53.  But  see  Bowles  v.  Langworthy,  5  T.  R. 
366;  and  1  Doug.  216,  n.  /.     Also,  post,  I  1849. 

^  Whyman  v.  Garth,  8  Ex.  R.  803.  Some  persons  may  consider  that  the 
learned  Barons,  in  this  decision,  have  displayed  a  somewhat  too  stubborn  reso- 
lution stare  super  antiquas  vias. 
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called,  though,  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  he  has 
become  blind; '  and  the  court  will  not  dispense  with  his  presence 
on  account  of  illness,  however  severe.''  If  the  indisposition  of  the 
witness  be  of  long  standing,  the  party  requiring  his  evidence 
^ould  have  applied  for  power  to  examine  him  before  a  commis- 
sioner or  examiner,'  and  if  he  be  taken  suddenly  ill,  a  motion  must 
be  made  to  postpone  the  trial.* 

§  1844.  The  rule  is  equally  applicable,  whatever  be  the  purpose  ?  1612 
for  which  the  instrument  is  produced;'  but,  though  the  witness 
must  in  the  first  instance  be  called,  yet,  as  he  is  rather  the  witness 
of  the  court  than  of  the  party,  great  latitude  will  be  allowed  in  the 
mode  of  examining  him,  and,  if  it  be  necessary,  the  judge  will  even 
permit  questions  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-examination  to  be  put." 
Moreover,  the  party  calling  him  is  not  precluded  from  giving 
further  evidence,  in  case  he  denies,  or  does  not  recollect,  having 
seen  the  instrument  executed.' 


§  1845.*  Onthisrule,  requiring  the  production  of  the  subscribing   ?  1643 
witnesses,  several  classes  of  exceptions  have  been  engrafted.     First, 
when  the  instrument  is  thirty  years  old,  the  subscribing  witnesses 
need  not  be  called,  as  they  are  presumed  to  be  dead.' 

1  Cronk  v.  Frith,  9  C.  &  P.  197,  per  Ld.  Abinger ;  2  M.  &  Rob.  262,  S.  C, 
nom.  Crank  v.  Frith  ;  Rees  v.  Williams,  1  De  Gex  &  Sm.  314,  320.  See, 
control,  "Wood  v  Drury,  1  Ld.  Ray.  734 ;  Holt,  734,  S.  C. ;  and  Pedler  v. 
Paige,  ITVI.  &*Rob.  258,  where  Parke,  B.,  reluctantly  yielded  to  the  authority 
of  Ld.  Holt.     See  ante,  ?  477. 

'  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Camp.  457,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough  ;  see,  contrA,, 
Jones  V.  Brewer,  4  Taunt.  46,  where  Sir  J.  Mansfield  observes,  that  "perhaps 
in  some  cases  ol  sickness,"  the  "handwriting  of  the  attesting  witness  may  be 
proved.     See  ante,  ?  477. 

'  Rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXVII.,  RR.  1,  5.  ■*  3  Camp.  457. 

*  Manners  v.  Postan,  4  Esp.  239,  where  the  deed  was  used  in  evidence  col- 
laterally ;  E.  V.  Jones,  1  Lea.  174,  where,  upon  an  indictment  against  an  ap- 
prentice for  a  fraudulent  enlistment,  the  indenture  was  put  in. 

"  Bowman  v.  Bowman,  2  M.  and  Rob.  501,  per  Cresswell,  J.;  ante,  ?  1404, 
ad  fin. 

'  Levy  V.  Ballard,  3  Esp.  173,  n. ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Elsee,  2  Camp.  635 ;  Lemon 
V.  Dean,  id.  636,  n.;  Talbot  u.  Hodson;  7  Taunt.  251,  overruling  Phipps  w. 
Parker,  1  Camp.  412.  '  Gr.  Ev.  ?  570,  in  part. 

'  Ante,  i  87. 
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§  1846.  The  second  exception  is,  when  the  attesting  witness  has  ^  1644 
signed  the  instrument  merely  in  pursuance  of  a  rule  in  some  court, 
and  such  court  has  Subsequently  recognised  the  validity  of  the  in- 
strument by  acting  upon  it.  Thus,  where  it  was  necessary  for  a 
defendant  to  prove  that  he  had,  as  an  insolvent,  presented  a  petition 
for  protection  under  the  stat.  5  &  6  V.,  o.  116,  the  production  of 
the  petition  and  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  duly 
sealed,  whereby  it  appeared  that  the  court  had  granted  an  order  of 
protection,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence,  not  indeed  of  the 
contents  of  the  petition,  but  of  the  fact  of  its  having  been  presented, 
although  an  attorney,  who  had  attested  the  petition  by  order  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Court,  was  not  called.'  The  special  and  very  limited 
nature  of  this  last  eieeptipn  will  be  better  understood  by  referring 
to  the  case  of  Streeter  v.  Bartlett,^  where  the  court  refused  to 
extend  its  operation.  There,  in  order  to  prove  an  admission  of  a 
debt,  the  plaintiff  tendered  in  evidence  the  certified  copy  of  a 
schedule  tiled  by  the  defendant  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court, 
which  contained  an  entry  of  such  acknowledgment;  but  as  this 
schedule,  in  accordance  with  a  rule  of  the  coart  where  it  was  filed, 
was  attested  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  who  was  not  called;  and 
as,  moreover,  no  proof  was  given  that  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
had  acted  upon  it,  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  determined 
that  the  evidence  could  not  be  received. 


§  1847.  A  third  exception  is  when  the  instrument  is  proved  to  ?  1645 
be  in  the  possession  of  the  adverse  party,  who  refuses  to  produce  it 
pursuant  to  notice.  In  this  case,  the  party  who  is  driven  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  need  not  call  the  attesting 
witness,  though  the  plea  be  non  est  factum,  and  though  the  name 
of  the  witness  were  mentioned  in  the  notice,  and  he  be  actually 
in  court.^ 

§  1848.*  A  fourth  exception  is  admitted  when  the  adverse  party   ?  164S 


1  Bailey  v.  Bidwell,  13  M.  &  "W.  73.  '  5  Com.  B.  562. 

'  Cooke  V.  Tanswell,  8  Taunt.  450 ;  Poole  v.  "Warren,  8  A.  &  E.  588 ;  3  N. 
c  P.  693,  S.  C.     See  ante,  ?  1818. 
'  Gr.  Ev.  ?  571,  in  part,  as  to  first  five  lines. 
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producing  a  deed  pursuant  to  notice,  claims  an  interest  under  it  in 
the  cause.  In  such  case,  the  party  producing  the  instrument  is 
not  permitted  to  call  on  the  other  for  proof  of  the  execution;  for, 
by  claiming  an  interest  under  it,  he  admits  its  validity.'  Still, 
this  exception  only  applies  when  the  party  producing  the  deed 
claims  under  it  some  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause ;  ' 
and,  therefore,  where,  in  an  action  brought  for  commission  due 
to  the  plaintiff  as  an  agent  in  procuring  for  the  defendant  an  appren- 
tice, the  deed  of  apprenticeship  was  produced  under  notice  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  was  held  bound  to  call  the  attesting  wit- 
ness.' So  where  a  defendant,  to  prove  himself  a  partner  with  the 
plaintiff,  called  upon  him  to  produce  a  contract  which  they,  as 
partners,  had  made  with  a  builder,  for  work  to  be  done  on  the  plain- 
tiff's premises;  and,  on  its  production,  contended  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  an  interest  under  this  instrument,  inasmuch  as  it  would 
enable  him,  if  necessary,  to  control  the  builder's  proceedings,  or  to 
enforce  a  specific  performance  against  him,  Lord  Denman  required 
proof  of  the  execution,  and  the  court  confirmed  his  ruling.*  More- 
over, to  render  a  document  admissible  without  proof  as  against  the 
party  producing  it,  his  interests  under  it  must  be  still  subsisting  at 
the  time  of  the  trial;'  and,  possibly,  this  may  have  been  the 
ground  for  the  decision  in  Collins  v.  Bayntun,'  just  cited,  as  it 
would  seem  from  the  report  that  the  builder  had  executed  the 
work  agreed  upon  before  the  contract  was  produced  by  the  plaintiff. 
Where  both  parties  claim  the  same  interest  under  a  deed  pro- 
duced on  notice,  the  party  calling  for  its  production  need  not  prove 
its  execution;'  and  the  fact  that  the  party  producing  the  instru- 
ment claims  an  interest  under  it,  will  sufficiently  appear  by  a  state- 


'  Pearce  v.  Hooper,  3  Taunt,  60;  Eeaiden  v.  Minter,  5  M.  &  Gr.  204;  Carr 
V.  Burdiss,  1  C.  M.  &  E.  784;  Orr  v.  Morice,  3  B.  &  B.  139;  6  Moore,  347, 
S.  C. ;  Bradshaw  v.  Bennett,  1  M.  &  Eob.  143,  per  Ld.  Tenterden;  5  C.  &  P.  48, 
S.  C;  Coe  v.  "Wainwright,  5  A.  &  E.  520,  528;  Bell  v.  Chaytor,  1  C.  &  Kir. 
162;  Doe  v.  Hemming.  9  D.  &  E.  15.     See  Nagle  v.  Shea,  I.  E.,  9  C.  L.  389. 

'  Doe  V.  M.  of  aeveland,  9  B.  &  C.  864,  869;  Curtis  v.  M'Sweeny,  Ir.  Cir. 
K.  343. 

^  Eearden  v.  Minter,  5  M.  &  Gr.  204.     See  Gordon  v.  Secretan,  8  East,  548. 

♦  Collins  V.  Bayntun,  1  Q.  B.  117. 

«  Fuller  V.  Pattrick;  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B  236.  «  1  Q.  B.  117. 

'  Knight  V.  Martin,  Gow,  46,  per  Dallas,  C.  J. 
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ment  to  that  effect,  made  by  his  solicitor  shortly  before  the  trial.' 
The  above  exception  does  not  extend  to  a  case  where  a  party, 
claiming  an  interest  under  a  deed,  gives  it  up  to  the  adverse  side 
some  months,^  or  perhaps  any  time,'  before  the  action;  because, 
in  such  case,  the  party  wishing  to  make  it  evidence  has  had  the 
instrument  in  his  own  custody,  and  may  therefore  well  be  pre- 
pared to  prove  its  execution. 


§  1849.  Where  an  instrument  requires  attestation,  the  acknow-  §  1647 
lodgment  of  its  validity  by  a  party  to  it  does  not  in  general, — as 
before  stated,* — waive  the  necessity  of  calling  the  attesting  witness. 
Still,  a  few  instances  may  be  cited,  in  which  a  solemn  admission 
by  the  adverse  party  in  reference  to  the  cause  has  been  held  in 
itself  sufficient  proof  of  execution;  and  these  cases  constitute  the 
fifth  exception  to  the  rule.  Thus,  where  a  party  agreed  to  admit  a 
warrant  of  attorney  "  so  as  to  enable  his  opponent  to  enter  up 
judgment  thereon,"  the  court  held  that  judgment  might  be  entered 
up  without  an  affidavit  of  the  subscribing  witness.'^  So,  in  an 
action  on  covenant,  if  the  defendant  pays  money  into  court  on  one 
of  the  breaches,  this  is  such  an  admission  of  the  validity  of  the 
deed,  as  to.  dispense  with  the  production  of  the  attesting  witness, 
though  the  execution  be  denied  in  the  statement  of  defence.'  In 
like  manner,  if  a  party  or  his  solicitor,  in  order  to  avoid  expense, 
agree  to  admit  the  execution  of  an  instrument  which  he  is  called 
upon  by  notice  to  admit,  he  cannot  afterwards  require  that  the 
attesting  witness  should  be  examined.'  It  seems  also,  from  one  or 
two  cases,  that,  if  a  party  solemnly  recites  a  deed  or  will  in  an  in- 
strument under  his  seal,  and,  moreover,  has  acquired  some  benefit 
on  the  faith  of  the  document  recited  being  valid,  he  cannot  compel 
his  opponent,  who  relies  on  the  recited    document,  to  prove    its 


1  Roe  V.  Wilkins,  4  A.  &  E.  86;  5  N.  &  M.  434,  S.  C. 

2  Vacher  v.  Cocks,  1  B.  &  Ad.  147,  148. 

"  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  785,  per  Parke,  B. 

'■Ante,  ?J  414,  1843. 

"  Laing  v.  Kaine,  2  B.  &  P.  85,  per  Ld.  Eldon  and  Heath,  J.,   Rooke,  J. 
dubitante. 

"  Randall  v  Lynch,  2  Camp.  357,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough. 

'  Freeman  v.  Steggall,  14  Q.  B.  203,  per  Coleridge,  J.     See  ante,  J^  724a, 
724b. 
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validity  by  calling  the  attesting  witness.'  So,  if  the  effect  of  a 
memorandum  indorsed  upon  an  original  agreement  be  to  incorporate 
and  make  the  whole  one  new  agreement,  it  will  suffice  to  prove  the 
due  execution  of  the  memorandum,  and  the  witness  who  has  attested 
the  original  agreement  need  not  be  sworn.  ^ 

§  1850.  A  sixth  exception  prevails,  where  a  document  is  ten-  I  1048 
dered  in  evidence  as  against  a  public  officer,  who  is  bound  by 
law  to  have  procured  its  due  execution,  and  who  has  dealt  with 
it  as  a  document  duly  executed.  For  instance,  where  an  action 
was  brought  under  the  old  law  ^  against  a  sheriff  for  taking  in- 
sufficient sureties  on  a  replevin  bond,  it  was  held  that  the  execu- 
tion of  that  instrument  need  not  be  proved  by  calling  the  attesting 
witness,  if  the  plaintiff  could  show  that  the  sheriff  had  assigned 
the  bond.* 

§  1851.'    A  seventh  exception  is  recognised,  where  the  party    |  1649 
from  physical  or  legal  obstacles  is  unable  to  adduce  the  witness." 
Thus,  if  the  witness  be  proved  to  be  dead; '  or  to  be  insane;  *  or  to 
be  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  °  or  if  he  cannot  be  found 

1  Bringloei).  Goodson,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  738;  8  Scott,  71,  S.  C;  Nagle  v.  Shea, 
I.  E.,  9  C.  L.  389;  Nash  v.  Turner,  1  Esp.  217,  per  Ld.  Kenyou.  See  Fish- 
mongers' Co.  V.  Robertson,  1  Com.  B.  67 — 71,  and  cases  there  cited. 

2  Fishmongers'  Co.  v.  Dimsdale,  6  Com.  B.  896;  12  Com.  557,  S.  C.  in 
Ex.  Ch. 

'  Replevin  bonds  are  now  granted  by  the  registrars  of  County  Courts,  and 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  sheriffs  with  respect  to  them  has  ceased.  See  19  &  20 
v.,  c.  108,  II  63—66.  They  are  exempt  from  stamp  duty,  33  &  34  V.,  c.  97, 
Sched.  ad  fin.  tit.  "General  Exemptions." 

*  Plumer  v.  Brisco,  11  Q.  B.  46;  recognising  Scott  v.  Waithman,  3  Stark. 
R.  168.     See  Barnes  v.  Lucas,  Ry.  &  M.  264. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  §  572,  in  some  part.  «  See  ante,  ??  472,  1843. 
'  Adam  v.  Kerr,  1  B.  &  P.  360. 

^  Currie  v.  Child,  3  Camp.  283,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough;  Bennett  v.  Taylor, 
9  Ves.  381.     See,  also,  3  T.  R.  712,  per  Buller,  J. 

'  Barnes  v.  Trompowsky,  7  T.  R.  265;  even  though  not  proved  to  be  domi- 
ciled abroad.  Prince  v.  Blackburn,  2  East,  250;  notwithstanding  the  power  to 
examine  on  interrogatories  under  Ord.  XXXVII.,  RE.  1  and  5  of  Rules  of  Sup. 
Ct.,  1883;  Glubb  v.  Edwards,  2  M.  &  Eob.  300,  per  Maule,  J.;  Wilson  v. 
CoUum,  9  L.  R.  Ir.  150;  and  though  the  witness  be  in  Dublin,  Doe  v.  Caper- 
ton,  9  C.  &  P.  115,  and  Hodnett  v.  Forman,  1  Stark.  E.  90.  See  26  G.  3, 
c.  57,  §  38.     If  the  witness  has  set  out  to  leave  the  kingdom,  but  the  ship  has 
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after  diligent  inquiry;'  or  if  he  have  absented  himself  from  the 
trial  by  collusion  with  the  opposite  party  ;^  it  will  be  sufficient,  but 
perhaps  not  necessary  in  all  cases,'  to  prove  his  handwriting.  If 
the  instrument  be  lost,  and  the  name  of  the  subscribing  witness  be 
unknown,*  the  execution  must  be  proved  by  other  evidence. 

§  1852.  It  is  yet  an  undecided  point  whether  an  eighth  exception   I  1650 
will  not  be  allowed  in  favour  of  instruments  executed  by  corpora- 
tions, and  whether  such  a  document  will  not  be  sufficiently  proved 
by  merely  showing  that  the  seal  affixed  is  the  seal  of  the  corpora- 
tion, without  calling  the  attesting  witness.^ 


§  1853.  A  ninth  exception  has,  in  several  old  cases,"  been  ^  lesi 
recognised  in  respect  of  deeds,  the  validity  of  which  depends  upon 
the  fact  of  their  being  enrolled.''  No  modern  case  has  expressly 
decided  this  point,  and  though  in  practice  it  is  still  not  unusual 
to  admit  such  deeds  on  proof  of  enrolment,  the  principle  of  thus 
admitting  them,  except  as  against  the  party  on  whose  acknowledg- 
ment they  have  been  enrolled,  has  been  questioned  by  Mr.  Justice 
BuUer.^     It  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Lloyd, 


been  beaten  back,  he  is  still  considered  absent.  "Ward  v.  Wells,  1  Taunt.  461. 
See,  also,  Emery  v.  Twombly,  5  Shepl.  65. 

1  Cunliffe  x.  Sefton,  2  East,  183;  Crosby  v.  Percy,  1  Tannt.  ,364;  Ld.  Fal- 
mouth V.  Eoberts,  9  M.  &  W.  469;  Parker  v.  Hoskins,  2  Taunt.  223;  In  re 
Hux,  46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  39;  Burt  v.  "Walker,  4  B.  &  A.  697;  Spooner  v. 
Payne,  4  Com.  B.  328;  see  post,  I  1855. 

'  Egan  V.  Larkin,  Arm.  M.  &  O.  403,  per  Brady,  C.  B. ;  Ld.  Clanmorris  v. 
Mullen,  Crawf.  &  D.  Abr.  Cas.  8;  Spooner  v.  Payne,  4  Com.  B.  328. 

»  E.  V.  St.  Giles,  22  L.  J.,  M.  C.  54;  1  E.  &  B.  642,  S.  C;  In  re  Hux, 
46  L.  J.,  P.  D.  &  A.  39.     See  post,  ?  1861. 

*  Keeling  v.  Ball,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  88. 

^  Moises  V.  Thornton,  8  T.  E.  307,  per  Lawrence,  J.;  Doe  v.  Chambers,  4 
A.  &  E.  410;  6  N.  &  M.  539,  S.  C. 

"  Bro.  Abr.,  Faits  enroll,  pi.  11,  citing  P.  7,  E.  4,  fol.  5,  pi.  13,  in  which  that 
point  is  distinctly  laid  down.  See,  also,  Lady  Holcroft  v.  Smith,  2  Freem. 
259;  12  Vin.  Abr.  43,  121;  5  Co.  54;  1  Keb.  117;  Thurle  v.  Madison,  Sty. 
462;  Smartle  v.  "Williams,  3  Lev.  387;  1  Salk.  280,  S.  C. 

'  See  ante,  ?  1119,  et  seq.  See,  ftirther,  as  to  enrolments,  ante,  ??  1645, 
1650a,  ad  fin. 

*  B.  N.  P.  255.  "If  divers  persons  seal  a  deed,  and  one  of  them  acknow- 
ledges it,  it  may  be  enrolled,  and  may  ever  after  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  deed 
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which  was  tried  twice,  and  turned  upon  the  validity  of  a  deed 
enrolled  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  the  execution  of  the  indenture 
was  proved  on  both  trials.' 


§  1854.  Where  an  instrument  requiring  attestation  is  subscribed  ?  1652 
by  several  witnesses,  it  is  only  necessary  to  call  one  of  them;^  ex- 
eepting  in  the  case  of  mils  relating  to  real  estate,  with  respect  to 
which  it  has  for  many  years  been  the  practice  of  courts  of  equity, 
and  is  now  the  practice  of  all  the  courts,'  to  require  that  all  the 
witnesses  who  are  in  England,  and  capable  of  being  called,  should 
be  examined.*  The  reasons  for  this  exception  appear  to  be,  that 
frauds  are  frequently  practised  upon  dying  men,  whose  hands  have 
survived  their  heads, — that  therefore  the  sanity  of  the  testator  is 
the  great  fact  to  which  the  witnesses  must  speak  when  they  come 
to  prove  the  attestation,- — and  that  the  heir-at-law  has  a  right  to 
demand  proof  of  this  fact  from  every  one  of  the  witnesses  whom  the 
statute  has  placed  about  his  ancestor.^  These  will  probably  be 
deemed  satisfactory  reasons  for  the  rule;  but  should  the  soundness 
of  the  reason  admit  of  any  doubt,  the  inflexibility  of  the  rule 
admits  of  none.  On  such  occasions,  it  used  to  be  said  that  all  the 
subscribing  witnesses  must  be  called  in  order  to  satisfy  the  con- 
science of  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


enrolled ;  but  it  would  be  of  very  mischievous  consequence  to  say  therefore, 
that  a  deed,  enrolled  upon  the  acknowledgment  of  a  bare  trustee,  might  be 
given  in  evidence  against  the  real  owner  of  the  land  without  proving  it  exe- 
cuted by  him.  However,  that  has  been  the  general  opinion,  and  it  seems 
fortified  in  some  degree  by  10  A.,  c.  18."    See  ante,  ^  419. 

1  5  Bing.  N.  C.  742,  and  1  M.  &  Gr.  683. 

'  Holdfast  V.  Dowsing,  2  Str.  1254;  B.  N.  P.  264;  Hindson  v.  Kersey,  4 
Burn,  Ec.  L.  118,  per  Ld.  Camden;  Gresl.  Ev.  120;  Forster  i;.  Forster,  33  L. 
J.,  Pr.  &  Mat.  113;  Belbin  v.  Skeats,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  148.  See  ante,  | 
393. 

'  Judicat.  Act,  1873,  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66,  §  25.  subs.  11,  cited  ante,  p.  4,  n.  5. 

*  M'GregOr  v.  Topham,  3  H.  of  L.  Cas.  155,  per  Ld.  Brougham;  Bootle  v. 
Blundell,  19  Ves.  494;  Grayson  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Ves.  459;  Townsend  v.  Ives, 
1  Wils.  216;  Ogle  v.  Cook,  1  Ves.  177;  Andrew  v.  Motley,  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S. 
527,  per  Byles,  J. 

*  Per  Ld.  Camden,  in  Hindson  v.  Kersey,  rep.  in  4  Burn,  Ec.  L.  116,  119, 
120,  and  cited  Gresl.  Ev.  123;  Bowman  v.  Bowman,  2  M.  &  Eob.  501;  An- 
drews. Motley,  12  Com.  B.,  N.  S.  527,  per  Byles,  J. 
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§  1855.'  The  degree  of  diligence  required  in  seeking  for  the  sub-  |  I653 
scribing  witnesses  is  the  same  as  in  the  search  for  a  lost  paper,^ 
the  principal  being,  in  both  cases,  identical.  The  inquiry  must 
be  strict,  diligent,  and  honest,  and  in  all  respects  satisfactory  to 
the  court  under  all  the  circumstances.  It  should  be  made  at  the 
residence  of  the  witness,  if  known,  and  at  all  other  places  where 
he  may  be  expected  to  be  found;  as  also,  in  general,  of  his  rela- 
tives and  others,  who  may  be  supposed  capable  of  affording 
information  respecting  him.  A  reference  to  one  or  two  decisions 
will  serve  to  illustrate  this  subject.  In  the  case  of  the  Earl  of 
Falmouth  v.  Roberts^  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  an  agreement,  to 
which  his  steward  was  the  attesting  witness.  This  man,  having 
been  charged  with  embezzlement,  had  absconded,  and  could  not 
be  found,  though  inquiries  were  made  for  him  at  his  house,  and 
at  the  inns  which  he  was  in  the  habit  of  frequenting.  The  court 
held  that  this  was  sufiScient  search  to  let  in  evidence  of  his  hand- 
writing, although  no  application  was  shown  to  have  been  made  to 
any  member  of  his  family.  In  another  case,  after  proof  that 
inquiry  had  been  made  at  the  residences  of  the  parties  to  the  in- 
strument respecting  the  witness,  and  that  no  account  could  be 
obtained  as  to  who  he  was,  or  where  he  lived,  secondary  evidence 
was  admitted,  though  it  was  urged  that,  in  such  a  case,  a  public 
advertisment  for  him  should  have  been  inserted  in  the  news- 
papers.* ,  Again,  inBurt  u.  Walker,^the  defendant's  clerk  was  the 
witness  to  his  bond,  and  on  being  subpoenaed  for  the  plaintiff,  he 
said  that  he  would  not  attend.  He,  however,  did  attend,  though 
apparently  without  any  view  of  exhibiting  himself  as  a  witness; 
and  the  trial  being  put  off,  it  was  afterwards  twice  postponed  on 
account  of  his  absence,  upon  affidavits  that  he  could  not  be  found. 
Six  weeks  after  the  first  postpotnement  the  cause  was  tried,  when, 


'  Gr.  Ev.  §  574,  in  part  as  to  first  nine  lines.  ^  Ante,  ?  429. 

'  9  M.  &  W.  469. 

*  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton,  2  East,  183. 

»  4  B.  &  A.  697.  For  other  instances,  see  Wardell  v.  Fermor,  2  Camp.  282; 
Willman  v.  Worrall,  8  C.  &  P.  380;  Wyatt  v.  Bateman,  7  C.  &  P.  586;  Doe  v. 
Powell,  id.  617;  Kay  v.  Brookman,  3  C.  &  P.  555;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  9  Bing. 
359;  Spooner  v.  Payne,  4  Com.  B.  328;  Austin  v.  Rumsey,  2  C.  &  Kir.  736; 
ante,  p.  1572.  n.  1. 
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it  appearing  that  search  had  been  made  for  the  witness  at  the 
defendant's  house  and  in  the  neighbourhood,  as  also  at  Margate,  to 
which  place  the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  gone,  evidence  of  his 
handwriting  was  held  to  be  admissible.  In  all  cases  of  this  nature, 
the  answers  to  the  inquiries  may  be  given  in  evidence,  they  being 
not  hearsay,  but  parts  of  the  res  gestae.' 

§  1856.^  If  the  instrument  be  necessarily  attested  by  more  than  |  1654 
one  witness,  the  absence  of  them  all  must  be  duly  accounted  for,  in 
order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  execution;  ^  but  when 
such  evidence  is  rendered  admissible,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
any  one  of  the  witnesses  will,  in  general,  be  deemed  su£5cient,  pro- 
vided it  be  accompanied  by  some  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the 
party  sued,  with  the  person  who  appears  to  have  executed  the 
instrument.*  Proof  of  the  signature  of  the  obligor  is  an  obvious, 
though  by  no  means  the  only,  mode  of  establishing  his  identity; 
and  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  the  nature  and  amount  of  evidence 
which  will  be  deemed  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  a  few  cases  on  the 
subject  of  identity  will  here  be  noticed. 


§  1857.  In  Jones  v.  Jones,^  which  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  ^  1655 
against  the  maker  of  a  note,  the  attesting  witness  stated  that  he 
saw  a  party  called  Hugh  Jones,  who  kept  the  Glasgow  Tavern  at 
Llangefni,  in  Anglesea,  sign  the  note;  but  he  added,  on  cross- 
examination,  that  he  had  not  seen  this  person  since,  and  that  the 
name  was  a  common  one  in  Anglesea.  The  court  held  that  the 
plaintifif  must  be  nonsuited,  though  the  defendant  had  in  one  of 
his  pleas  admitted  the  making  of  the  note;  and  Mr.  Baron  Parke 
observed,  that  the  defendant's  solicitor  should  have  been  called, 
to  say  whether  the  person  who  employed  him  in  the  case  was  the 


'  Ante,  ?  475. 

'  Gr.  Ev.  §g  574,  575,  in  part,  as  to  first  seven  lines. 

5  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton,  2  East,  183;  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Tatham,  1  A.  &  E.  21, 
22;  WhitelockK.  Musgrove,  1  C.  &  M.  511;  3  Tyr.  541,  S.  C. 

*  Adam  v.  Kerr,  1  B.  &  P.  360;  Nelson  v.  Whittall,  1   B.  &  A.  19;  Doe  v. 
Paul,  3  C.  &  P.  613. 

5  9  M.  &  W.  75,  79. 
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Hugh  Jones  who  lived  at  the  Glasgow  Tavern.  The  case  of 
Greenshields  v.  Crawford,'  was  a  similar  action  against  the  acceptor 
of  a  bill,  which  was  directed  to  "  Charles  Banner  Crawford,  East 
India  House,"  and  accepted  "C.  B.  Crawford."  A  witness  proved 
that  this  acceptance  was  the  signature  of  Charles  Banner  Crawford, 
who  was  formerly  a  clerk  in  the  East  India  House,  but  he  did  not 
know  whether  that  Mr.  Crawford  was  the  defendant.  The  court 
held  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  identity,  at  least  in  the 
absence  of  an  affidavit  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  not  that 
person.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  only  sensible  distinction  between 
these  two  cases,  which  were  decided  by  the  same  court  within  a  few 
months  of  each  other,  was,  that  in  the  former,  the  name  of  Hugh 
Jones  was  said  to  be  common,  whereas  that  of  Charles  Banner 
Crawford  was  certainly  unusual. 


§  1858.  In  Simpson  v.  Dismore,^  where  an  apothecary  brought  ?  165fi 
his  action  for  medicines  and  attendance,  and,  in  order  to  prove 
that  he  had  been  duly  admitted  to  practise,  produced  a  licence  from 
the  Apothecaries'  Company,  which  was  granted  to  a  person  bearing 
his  name,  the  Court  held  that  no  further  evidence  was  necessary  to 
show  that  he  was  the  party  named  in  the  licence.  In  Eussell  v. 
William  Gray  Smyth,'  where  the  question  was,  whether  the 
defendant  was  proved  to  be  the  same  person  as  the  defender  in  a 
Scotch  suit,  the  judges  decided  that  there  was  ample  evidence  of 
identity,  on  the  ground  that  the  names,  professions,  places  of  abode, 
and  ages  of  the  parties  appeared  to  be  the  same.  So,  in  Smith 
V.  Henderson,*  which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligence  in 
navigation,  it  was  objected  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the 
defendant  was  the  pilot  in  charge  of  the  vessel;  whereupon  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  called  out  "  Mr.  Henderson,"  and  a  man  in  court 
answered  "Here;  I  am  the  pilot."  A  witness  then  proved  that 
this  man,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  acting  as  pilot.  Mr. 
Baron  Eolfe,  thinking  that  this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
identity,  directed  a  nonsuit,  but  the  court  above  set  it  aside.     Mr. 


1  9  M.  &  W.  314.  2  9  ji  &  -^^  47  s  j^  g^g^  g^g 

*  Id.  798. 
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Baron  Parke,  during  an  argument,  observed,  "  similarity  of  name 
and  residence,  or  similarity  of  name  and  trade,  ivill  do;"  and  he 
added  in  the  judgment,  "  The  defendant  is  sued  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration  as  William  Henderson,  a  pilot.  A  man  in  court 
answers  to  the  name  of  Henderson,  is  a  pilot,  and  was  proved  to  be 
the  pilot  acting  on  board  the  vessel.  He  therefore  fulfils  the  de- 
scription in  the  declaration  in  two  respects  at  least,  since  his  name 
and  calling  resemble  those  of  the  alleged  defendant."  ' 


§  1859.  It  may,  however,  here  be  observed,  that  the  description  in  §  i657 
the  statement  of  claim  cannot  properly  be  said  to  prove  the  identity 
of  the  defendant.  The  question  is,  who  was  served  with  the  writ,  and 
who  has  pleaded  to  the  action  ?  and  it  is  obvious  that  no  descrip- 
tion which  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  introduce  into  his  statement  of 
his  own  case,  can  in  strictness  answer  this  question,  or  affect  the 
defendant's  interest.  This  remark  is  made,  because  in  the  case 
above-mentioned  of  Greenshields  v.  Crawford,  the  court  appears  to 
have  acted  upon  a  similar  mistake.  The  decision  in  Smith  v.  Hen- 
derson was  right,  not  because  the  defendant  was  described  by  the 
plaintiff  as  a  pilot,  but  because  the  accident  was  proved  to  have 
been  caused  by  a  pilot  named  Henderson,  and  a  person  answering 
the  name  and  description  was  present  in  court,  and  might  there- 
fore be  fairly  presumed  to  be  the  same  Mr.  Henderson  who  had 
pleaded  to  an  action.  In  another  case,  in  which  a  witness,  called 
to  prove  the  defendants  handwriting,  had  corresponded  with  a 
person  bearing  his  name,  who  dated  his  letters  from  Plymouth 
Dock,  where  the  defendant  resided,  and  where  it  appeared  that  no 
other  person  of  the  same  name  lived,  the  evidence  of  identity  was 
held  to  be  sufficient ;  ^  and  in  Warren  v.  Sir.  J.  C.  Anderson,  Bart.,^ 
where  the  only  proof  of  the  defendant's  signature  to  a  bill  was  given 
by  a  clerk  of  Messrs.  Coutts,  who  stated  that  two  years  before  the 
trial  he  saw  a  person,  whom  he  did  not  know,  but  who  called  him- 
self Sir  J.  C.  Anderson,  Bart.,  sign  his  name, — that  he  had  since 
seen  cheques  similarly  signed  pass  through  the  banking  house,  and 
that  he  thought  the  handwriting  was  the  same  as  that  on  the  bill, — 


1  9M.  &W.  801. 

'  Harrington  v.  Fry,  Ey.  &  M.  90,  per  Best,  C.  J.  '8  Scott,  384. 
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the  court  held  that  the  evidence,  weak  as  it  confessedly  was,  might 
be  submitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 


§  1860.  It  only  remains  to  notice  two  decisions  in  the  Court  of  2  1658 
Queen's  Bench,  which,  recognised  as  they  have  been  by  the  other 
courts,'  go  far  towards  neutralizing  an  objection,  which  has  too 
often  been  permitted  to  shield  the  unprincipled.  The  cases  re- 
ferred to  are  Sewell  v.  Evans,  and  Koden  v.  Ryde.^  In  the  first  of 
these  the  defendant's  name  was  William  Leal  Evans;  in  the 
second,  Henry  Thomas  Ryde;  and  in  neither  was  any  evidence 
adduced  beyond  the  similarity  of  name  identifying  the  person  whose 
signature  was  proved  with  the  party  upon  whom  process  had  been 
served.  The  court  held  that  no  proof  was  necessary,  observing, 
that  if  the  party  to  be  fixed  with  liability  was  a  marksman, 
as  in  the  case  of  Whitelocke  v.  Musgrove,'  or  if  his  name  was 
proved  to  be  very  common  in  the  country,  as  in  the  case  of 
Jones  V.  Jones,*  or  if  a  length  of  time  had  elapsed  since  the  name 
was  signed,  or  if,  in  short,  any  other  special  facts  were  involved  in 
the  case,  a  stricter  proof  might  be  required:  but  that  in  ordinary 
cases,  where  no  particular  circumstances  tended  to  raise  a  question 
as  to  the  party  being  the  same,  mere  identity  of  name  was  some- 
thing from  which  an  inference  might  be  drawnJ'  Lord  Denman, 
—after  stating  that  the  onus  of  proving  a  negative  in  these  cases 
might  be  safely  thrown  upon  the  defendant,  partly  because  the 
proof  was  easy,  and  partly,  because  the  supposition  that  a  wrong 
man  had  been  sued  was  unreasonable,  inasmuch  as  the  fraud  would 
occur  to  few,  and  the  risk  of  punishment  in  practicing  the  fraud 
would  be  great, — emphatically  added,  "The  transactions  of  the 
world  could  not  go  on  if  such  an  objection  were  to  prevail.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  the  doubt  should  have  been  raised;  and  it  is  best 
that  we  should  sweep  it  away  as  soon  as  we  can." 


'  See  Hamber  v.  Roberts,  7  Com.  B.  861. 
«  4  Q.  B.  626;  3  G.  &  D.  604,  S.  C. 
M  C.  &  M.  511;  3  Tyr.  541,  S.  C. 

•  9  M.  &  W.  75.     See,  also,  Barker?;.  Stead,  3Com.  B.  946. 

*  See,  also,  Murieta  v.  Wolfhagen,  2  C.  &  Kir.  744,  per  Alderson,  E. ;  and 
Reynolds  «.  Staines,  id.  745. 

«  4  Q.  B.  633. 
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§  1861.  It  has  been  held  in  America,  that  where  the  absence  of  §  1659 
the  subscribing  witnesses  has  been  duly  accounted  for,  the  instru- 
ment may  be  read  upon  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor, 
or  party  by  whom  it  was  executed;  but  it  seems  to  be  still 
undecided  in  that  country,  whether  such  proof  will  be  admissible, 
without  first  showing  an  inability  to  prove  the  signatures  of  the 
witnesses.^ 


§  1862.  When  writings  are  produced,  and  it  becomes  necessary  g  ICGO 
to  show  by  whom  they  were  written  or  signed,  the  simplest  mode 
of  proof  is  to  call  the  writer  himself,  or  some  person  who  actually 
saw  the  paper  or  signature  written.  When  such  evidence  cannot 
be  procured,  as  must  often  be  the  case,  recourse  may  be  had, 
either  to  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  who  are  acquainted  with  the 
handwriting,  or  to  a  comparison  of  the  document  in  dispute  with 
any  writing  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge  to  be  genuine.^ 
These  last  modes  of  proof,  indeed,  may,  in  all  cases  be  given  in 
the  first  instance,  since  the  law  recognises  no  distinction  between 
them  and  the  ocular  proof  just  mentioned;  but  as  they  are  ob- 
viously of  a  less  satisfactory  character  than  direct  testimony,  any 
unnecessary  reliance  on  them  is  calculated  to  raise  a  suspicion, 
that  the  party  is  actuated  by  some  improper  motive  in  withholding 
evidence  of  a  more  conclusive  nature. 

§  1863.  The  knowledge  of  a  person's  nandwriting  may  have  been  j  jeei 
acquired  in  both  or  either  of  two  ways.'  The  first  is  from  having 
seen  him  write;  and  though  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  which 
depends  upon  knowledge  so  obtained,  must  of  course  vary  in 
degree  according  to  the  number  of  times  that  the  party  has  been 
seen  to  write,  the  interval  that  has  elapsed  since  the  last  time,  the 
circumstances,  whether  of  hurry  or  deliberation,  under  which  he 
wrote,  and  the  opportunities  and  motives  which  the  witness  had 


'  Jackson  v.  "Waldron,  11  Wend.  178,  183,  196,  197  ;  Valentine  v.  Piper,  22 
Pick.  90.  See,  also,  R.  v.  St.  Giles,  22  L.  J.,  M.  C.  54  ;  1  E.  &  B.  642,  S.  C, 
as  to  the  English  law. 

2  See  post,  I  1869. 

"  See  3  Benth.  Ev.  598,  599. 
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for  observing  the  handwriting  with  attention;'  yet  the  evidence 
will  be  admissible,  though  the  witness  has  not  seen  the  party  write 
for  twenty  years/  or  has  seen  him  write  but  once,  and  then  only  his 
surname.'  Indeed,  on  one  occasion,  a  witness  was  permitted  to 
speak  to  the  genuineness  of  a  person's  mark,  from  having  fre- 
quently seen  it  affixed  by  him  on  other  documents.*  The  proof  in 
such  cases  may  be  very  slight,  but  the  jury  will  be  allowed  to  weigh 
it  The  witness  need  not  state  in  the  first  instance  how  he  knows 
the  handwriting,  since  it  is  the  duty  of  the  opposite  party  to  ex- 
plore on  cross-examination  the  sources  of  his  knowledge,  if  he  be 
dissatisfied  with  the  testimony  as  it  stands.'  Still,  the  party 
calling  the  witness  may  interrogate  him,  if  he  thinks  proper,  as  to 
the  circumstances  on  which  his  belief  is  founded;  though  if  it 
should  appear  that  the  belief  rests  on  the  probabilities  of  the  case, 
or  on  the  character  or  conduct  of  the  supposed  writer,  and  not  on 
the  actual  knowledge  of  the  handwriting,  the  testimony  will  be 
rejected.*  Where  a  witness,  called  to  establish  a  forgery,  had  be- 
come acquainted  with  the  signature  of  the  party,  from  having  seen 
him,  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  sign  his  name  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  witness  his  true  manner  of  writing  it,  the 
evidence  was  held  inadmissible,  Lord  Kenyon  justly  observing,  that 
the  party  might,  through  design,  have  written  differently  from  his 
common  mode  of  signature.' 

§  1864.  The  second  way  in  which  the  knowledge  of  a  person's    j  i662 

^  Doe  D.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  730,  per  Patteson,  J. 

2  E.  V.  Home  Tooke,  25  How.  St.  Tr.  71,  72  ;  Eagleton  v.  Kingston,  8  Ves. 
473,  474,  per  Ld.  Eldon. 

'  5  A.  &  E.  730,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  Garrells  v.  Alexander,  4  Esp.  37,  per  Ld. 
Kenyon  ;  Willman  v.  Worrall,  8  C.  &  P.  380 ;  Burr  v.  Harper,  Holt,  N.  P.  R. 
420  ;  Lewis  v.  Sapio,  M.  &  M.  39.  In  this  last  case,  Ld.  Tenterden  refused  to 
recognise  the  authority  of  Powell  v.  Ford,  2  Stark.  R.  164,  where  Ld.  Ellen- 
borough  rejected  the  testimony  ot  a  witness  who  had  seen  the  defendant  write 
his  surname  only  once,  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  in  question  having  been 
signed  at  full  length.     See,  also,  Warren  v.  Anderson,  8  Scott,  384. 

*  George  v.  Surrey,  M.  &  M.  516,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  after  some  hesitation. 

"  Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  419,  overruling  Slaymaker  v.  Wilson,  1  Pennsylv. 
216. 

«  R.  V.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  306,  307,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  Da  Costa  v.  Pym, 
Pea.  Add.  Cas.  144,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

'  Stanger  v.  Searle,  1  Esp.  15.     See  also,  Page  v.  Homans,  2  Shepl.  478. 
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handwriting  may  be  acquired,  is  by  the  witness  having  seen,  in  the 
ordinat'y  course  of  business,  documents,  which  by  some  evidence, 
direct  or  circumstantial,  are  proved  to  have  been  written  by  such 
person.  Thus,  if  the  witness  has  received  letters  purporting  to 
be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  and  has  either  personally 
communicated  with  him  respecting  them,  or  written  replies  to 
them,  producing  farther  correspondence,  or  acquiescence  by  the 
party  in  some  matter  to  which  they  relate,  or  has  so  adopted 
them  into  the  ordinary  business  transactions  between  himself  and 
the  party,  as  to  induce  a  reasonable  presumption  in  favour  of  their 
genuineness,  his  evidence  will  be  admissible.'  So,  if  a  letter  be 
sent  to  a  'particular  person,  and  an  answer  be  received  in  due 
course,  the  fair  presumption  is,  that  the  answer  was  written  by 
the  person  addressed  in  the  letter;  and,  consequently,  the  witness 
who  received  such  answer,  may  be  examined  as  to  the  genuineness 
of  any  other  paper,  which  it  is  necessary  to  show  was  or  was  not 
written  by  the  same  person.''  Again,  the  clerk  who  has  constantly 
read  the  letters,  or  the  broker  who  has  been  consulted  upon  them, 
is  as  competent  as  the  merchant  to  whom  they  were  addressed,  to 
judge  whether  another  signature  is  that  of  the  writer  of  the  letters; 
and  a  servant  who  has  habitually  carried  his  master's  letters  to  the 
post,  has  thereby  had  an  opportunity  of  obtaining  a  knowledge  of 
his  writing,  though  he  never  saw  him  write,  or  received  a  letter 
from  him.' 

§  1865.  In  one  case,  an  attorney  was  permitted  to  speak  to  the    I  1663 
signature  of  an  attesting  witness,  though  his   knowledge   of  the 
handwriting  was  solely  derived  from  having  seen  the  same  signa- 
ture attached  to  an  affidavit,  which  had  been  filed  by  the  opposite 
party  in  a  previous  stage  of  the  cause.*     Here  the  opposite  party, 


'  Doe  V.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  731,  per  Patteson,  J.;  2  N.  &  P.  46,  S.  C; 
Ld.  Ferrers  II.  Shirley,  Fitzg.  195;  B.  N.  P.  236;  Careys;.  Pitt,  Pea.  Add.  Cas. 
130;  Tharpe  v.  Gisburne,  2  C.  &  P.  21;  Harrington  v.  Fry,  Ey.  &  M.  90;  Burr 
V.  Harper,  Holt,  N.  P.  E.  420;  Com.  v.  Carey,  3  Pick.  47;  Johnson  v.  Daverne, 
19  Johns.  134 ;  Pope  v.  Askew,  1  Iredell,  16. 

*  Carey  v.  Pitt,  Pea.  Add.  Cas.  130,  per  Ld.  Kenyon. 

'  Doe  V.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  740,  per  Ld.  Denman. 

'  Smith  V.  Sainsbury,  5  C.  &  P.  196,  per  Park,  J.,  cited  by  Ld.  Denman  in 
Doe  ■».  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  740. 
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having  used  the  affidavit  as  a  genuine  document,  was  in  a  manner 
estopped  from  disputing  the  fact  that  it  was  signed  by  the  person 
whose  signature  it  bore;  but,  perhaps,  after  all,  some  doubt  may- 
be entertained  respecting  the  correctness  of  this  decision;  since  in 
another  case,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  not  allowed  to  prove  the 
defendant's  handwriting,  though  he  had  frequently  seen  and  acted 
upon  other  papers  in  the  Master's  office,  which  the  opposite  attorney 
admitted  had  been  written  by  the  defendant.' 


§  1866.  Where  in  an  action  on  a  joint  and  several  promissory  §  i664 
note  against  three  persons,  the  signature  of  one  of  them  was 
attempted  to  be  proved  by  calling  the  solicitor  for  the  defendants, 
whose  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  in  question  was  founded  on 
the  circumstance,  that  he  had  received  a  retainer  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  his  three  clients,  and  had  acted  upon  it  in  defendiijg  the 
action,  the  Court  held  that  his  testimony  was  inadmissible,  as  no 
proof  was  given  that  the  party  had  ever  acknowledged  the  signa- 
ture to  the  solicitor,  and  either  of  the  other  two  defendants  might 
have  signed  the  retainer  for  him  with  his  assent.^  So,  the 
testimony  of  an  inspector  of  franks,  called  to  prove  the  hand- 
writing of  a  member  of  Parliament,  has  on  two  occasions  been 
rejected,  where  the  knowledge  of  the  witness  was  simply  derived 
from  his  having  frequently  seen  franks  pass  through  the  post- 
office,  bearing  the  name  of  such  member,  but  where  he  had 
never  communicated  with  the  member  on  the  "subject  of  the  franks; 
for,  in  this  case,  the  superscriptions  of  the  letters  seen  by  the 
witness  might  possibly  have  been  forgeries.'  These  last  decisions 
certainly  carry  the  law  to. the  verge  of  impropriety,  since  they  are 
founded  on  a  presumption,  wbich  is  not  only  improbable  in  the 
highest  degree,  but  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  sound  rule,  that 
a  crime  is  not  to  be  presumed,  or  so  much  as  suspected,  without 
special  cause,  in  any  single  instance;  much  less  in  a  number  of 
unconnected  instances.'' 


1  Greaves  v.  Hunter,  2  C.  &  P.  477,  per  Abbott,  C.  J. 
''  Drew  V.  Prior,  5  M,  &  Gr.  264. 

'  Carey  1).  Pitt,  Pea.   Add.  Cas.  130,  per  Ld.  Kenyon;  Batchelor  v.  Honey- 
wood,  2  Esp.  714,  per  id.  3  Benth.  Ev.  604. 
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§  1867.  In.  whichever  of  these  two  ways  the  witness  has  acquired  g  i665 
his  knowledge  of  handwriting,  it  is  obvious  that  evidence  identifying 
the  person  whose  writing  is  in  dispute  vyith  the  person  whose  hand 
is  known  to  the  witness,  must  be  adduced,  either  aliunde  or  by  the 
testimony  of  the  witness  himself,  if  he  be  personally  acquainted 
with  the  writer.'  The  witness  might  otherwise  be  proving  the 
handwriting  of  one  man,  while  the  party  calling  him  might  be 
seeking  to  establish  the  signature  of  another. 

§  1868.  When  witnesses  are  called  to  speak  to  handvra'iting  §  IGGG 
they  should  declare  their  belief  on  the  subject,  though  in  one  case 
it  was  held  by  Lord  Kenyon,  that  the  evidence  of  a  witness,  who, 
acknowledging  his  inability  to  form  a  belief,  merely  stated  that 
the  paper  produced  was  like  the  handwriting  of  the  individual  by 
whom  it  purported  to  have  been  written,  was  admissible.^  This 
case, — though  recognised  by  Lord  Wynford,^ — has  been  questioned 
by  Lord  Eldon,*  and  apparently  with  reason.  It  may  be  very  true, 
as  Lord  Eldon  admits,  that  witnesses  are  occasionally  pressed  too 
much  to  form  a  belief;  ^  and  some  allowance  should  certainly  be 
made  for  the  over- caution  of  a  scrupulous  witness;  but  though  it 
may  be  very  proper  to  receive  the  testimony  of  a  person,  who, 
declining  to  express  a  decided  belief,  will  yet  declare  that  he  is  of 
opinion,  or  that  he  thinks,  the  paper  is  genuine,  yet  it  is  going  a 
step  further  when  the  witness  will  only  state  that  the  handwriting 
is  like;  a  statement  which  may  be  perfectly  true,  but  yet,  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  witness,  the  paper  may  have  been  written  by 
an  utter  stranger. 

§  1869.    Although  all  proof  of  handwriting,  except  when  the    j  I66T 
witness  either  wrote  the  document  himself,  or  saw  it  written,  is  in 
its  nature  comparison; — it  being  the  belief  which  a  witness  enter- 
tains, upon  comparing  the  writing  in  question  with  an  exemplar 


•  See  Doe  v.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  731,  per  Patteson,  J. 

'  Garrells  v.  Alexander,  4  Esp.  37.     See,  also,  Beauchamp  v.  Cash,  D.  &  R., 
N.  P.  R.  3.  '    ■        3  2  Ph.  Ev.  249,  n.  2. 

*  Eagleton  v.  Kingston,  8  Ves.  476.     See,  also,  Cruise  v.  Clancy,   6  Ir.  Eq. 
E.  552.  *  Eagleton  v.  Kingston,  8  Ves.  476. 
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formed  in  his  mind  from  some  previous  knowledge;' — the  law, 
until  the  year  1854,  did  not  allow  the  witness,  or  even  the  jury, 
except  under  certain  special  circumstances,  actually  to  compare  tiva 
vrritings  with  each  other,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  both  were 
written  by  the  same  person.  This  technical  rule  of  the  common 
law, — which  was  certainly  not  based  on  common  sense,  and  which 
was  directly  opposed  to  the  practice  of  our  own  ecclesiastical 
courts,^  of  our  courts  in  India,'  of  the  French  courts,*  and  of  the 
courts  of  many  of  the  most  enlightened  States  in  America,^ — was, 
happily  for  the  administration  of  justice,  abrogated  by  the  Legis- 
lature in  the  year  just  named,  so  far  at  least  as  related  to  trials  at 
Nisi  Prius.'  In  1865,  a  further  instalment  of  law  Reform  was  em- 
bodied in  the  Act  of  28  &  29  V.,  c.   18,  which  enacts  in  §  8,  that 

^  Doe  V.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  731,  per  Patteson,  J. 

^  1  Will,  on  Ex.  309;  1  Ought,  tit.  225,  §?  1—4;  Doe  v.  Suckermore,  5  A. 
&  E.  708—710,  per  Coleridge,  J.  ;  Beaumont  v.  Perkins,  1  Phillim.  78 ; 
Saph  V.  Atkinson,  1  Add.  215,  216;  Machin  v.  Grindon,  2  Cas.  temp.  Lee, 
335;  2  Add.  91,  n.  a,  S.  C. 

'  The  Ind.  Evid.  Act  of  1872  contains,  in  g  73,  the  following  enactment: — ■ 
"In  order  to  ascertain  whether  a  signature,  writing,  or  sea,l,  is  that  of  the 
person  by  whom  it  purports  to  have  been  written  or  made,  any  signature, 
writing,  or  seal  admitted  or  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  to  have 
been  written  or  made  by  that  person  may  be  compared  with  the  one  which 
is  to  be  proved,  although  that  signature,  writing,  or  seal  has  not  been  pro- 
duced or  proved  for  any  other  purpose." 

*  Code  de  Proc.  Civ.,  part  1,  liv.  2,  tit.  10,  M  193—213;  3  Poth.,  CEuvr. 
Posth.  46;  Doe  v.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  710,  711,  per  Coleridge,  J. 

^  The  N.  York  Civ.  Code  contains  the  following  sections  relative  to  the 
proof  of  handwriting:  "  §  1763.  The  handwriting  of  a  person  may  be  shown 
by  any  one  who  believes  it  to  be  his,  and  who  has  seen  him  write,  or  has 
seen  writings  purporting  to  be  his,  upon  which  he  has  acted  or  been  charged, 
and  who  has  thus  acquired  a  knowledge  of  his  handwriting.  §  1764. 
Evidence  respecting  the  handwriting  may  also  be  given  by  a  comparison, 
made  by  the  witnesses,  or  a  jury,  with  writings,  admitted  or  treated  as 
genuine  by  the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is  offered.  ?  1765.  Where 
a  writing  is  more  than  thirty  years  old,  the  comparison  may  be  made  with 
writings,  purporting  to  be  genuine,  and  generally  respected  and  acted  upon 
as  such,  by  persons  having  an  interest  in  knowing  the  fact."  In  Massa- 
chusetts, Maine,  and  Connecticut,  it  seems  to  have  become  the  .settled 
practice  to  admit  any  papers  to  the  jury,  whether  relevant  to  the  issue  or 
not,  for  the  purpose  of  comparison  of  the  handwriting.  Homer  v.  Wallis,  11 
Mass.  309  ;  Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490  ;  Richardson  v.  Newcomb,  21 
Pick.  315;  Hammond's  case,  2  Greenl.  33;  Lyon  v.  Lyman,  9  Conn.  55. 

«  17  &  18  v.,  c.  125,  §?  27,  103.     See,  also,  19  &  20  V.,  c.  102,  ??  30,  98;  Ir. 
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"  comparison  of  a  disputed  writing  with  any  writing  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judge  to  be  genuine,  shall  be  permitted  to  be 
made  by  witnesses;  and  such  writings,  and  the  evidence  of  wit- 
ness respecting  the  same,  may  be  submitted  to  the  court  and 
jury  as  evidence  of  the  genuineness,  or  otherwise,  of  the  writing  in 
dispute."  §  1  of  the  same  Act  provides,  that  the  above  enactment, 
— in  common  with  certain  other  clauses  relating  to  evidence, — 
"  shall  apply  to  all  courts  of  judicature,  as  well  as  criminal  as  all 
others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties, 
authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  whether  in  Eng- 
land or  in  Ireland." ' 


§  1870.  Under  this  statutory  law  it  seems  clear,  first,  that  any  §  1668 
writings,  the  genuineness  of  which  is  proved  to  the  satisfaction, 
not  of  the  jury,  but  of  the  judge,^  may  be  used  for  the  purposes  of 
comparison,  although  they  may  not  be  admissible  in  evidence  for 
any  other  purpose  in  the  cause;  ^  and  next,  that  the  comparison 
may  be  made  either  by  witnesses  acquainted  with  the  handwriting, 
or  by  witnesses  skilled  in  deciphering  handwriting,  or,  without  the 
inervention  of  any  witnesses  at  all,  by  the  jury  themselves,*  or,  in 
the  event  of  there  being  no  jury,  by  the  court.  If,  therefore,  an 
action  be  brought  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the 
acceptor,  who  by  his  statement  of  defence  has  denied  the  indorsement 
by  the  drawer,  it  seems  that  the  jury  may,  by  simply  comparing  the 
indorsement  with  the  drawing,  which  is  conclusively  admitted  to  be 
genuine,^  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  even  though  no  witness  be 
called  to  disprove  the  defence.' 

§  1871.  It  further  appears,  that  any  person  whose  handwriting  is    §  1669 
in  dispute,  and  who  is  present  in  court,  may  be  required  by  the 


'  This  rule  has  been  adopted  by  the  Committee  for  Privileges  in  the  House 
of  Lords.     Shrewsbury  Peer.,  7  H.  of  L.  Cas.  1,  15. 

^  See  Egan  v.  Cowan,  30  Law  Times,  223,  in  Ir.  Ex. 

'  Birch  V.  Eidgway,  1  Fost.  &  Fin.  270;  Cresswell  v.  Jackson,  2  Fost.  & 
Fiu.~ 

*  Cobbett  V.  Kilminster,  4  Fost.  &  Fin.  490,  per  Martin,  B. 

*  Ante,  ^851.  ' 

«  See  as  to  the  former  law,  AUport  v.  Meek,  4  C.  &  P.  26T. 
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judge  to  write  in  his  presence,  and  that  such  writing  may  be  com- 
pared with  the  document  in  question.'  Moreover,  in  all  cases  of 
comparison  of  handwriting,  the  witness,  the  jury,  and  the  court 
may  respectively  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  resemblance  or 
difference  of  the  writings  produced,  with  respect  to  the  general 
character  of  the  handwriting, — the  forms  of  the  letters,  and  the 
relative  number  of  diversified  forms  of  each  letter, — the  use  of 
capitals,  abbreviations,  stops,  and  paragraphs, — the  mode  of  effect- 
ing erasures,  or  of  inserting  interlineations  or  corrections, — the 
adoption  of  peculiar  expressions, — the  orthography  of  the  words,'' — 
the  grammatical  construction  of  the  sentences, — and  the  style  of 
the  composition, — and  also  on  the  fact  of  one  or  more  of  the  docu- 
ments being  written  in  a  feigned  hand.' 

§  1872.  In  one  respect,  the  enactment  under  discussion  seems  ^  j^g^p 
open  to  objection.  If  the  word  "  genuine,"  as  applied  to  a  docu- 
ment, simply  means, — and  it  can  scarcely  have  any  other  mean- 
ing,— that  it  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  person  by  whom  it 
purports  to  have  been  written,  the  Legislature  has  made  no  pro- 
vision for  the  case  of  a  party  who  seeks  to  disprove  his  signature 
"to  a  receipt,  bill,  or  other  document,  by  comparing  it  with  papers 
written  by  him  post  litem  motam.     This  will  open  a  door  to  fraud 

1  See  Doe  d.  Devine  v.  Wilson,  10  Moo.  P.  C.  E.  502,  530;  Cotbett  v.  Kil- 
minster,  4  Fost.  &  Fin.  490,  per  Martin,  B.  '  The  Ind.  Evid.  Act,  1872,  con- 
tains, in  ?  73,  tlie  following  enactment: — "  The  court  may  direct  any  person 
present  in  court  to  write  any  words  or  figures  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
court  to  compare  the  words  or  figures  so  written  with  any  wore?  or  figures 
alleged  to  have  been  written  by  such  person." 

'  This  is  a  test  which  may  often  be  successfully  applied.  At  the  Greenwich 
County  Court  a  plaintifi',  on  one  occasion,  denied  most  positively  that  a  receipt 
produced  was  in  his  handvsriting.  It  was  thus  worded: — "Received  the  Hole 
of  the  above."  On  being  asked  to  write  a  sentence  in  which  the  word 
"  whole  "  was  introduced,  he  took  evident  pains  to  disguise  his  writing,  but  he 
adopted  the  above  phonetic  style  of  spelling,  and  also  presisted  in  using  the 
capital  H.  On  being  subsequently  threatened  with  an  indictment  for  perjury 
he  absconded. 

^  "The  handwriting  of  Junius  professionally  investigated  by  Mr.  Charles 
Chabot,  Expert,"  is  the  most  instructive  and  scientific  essay  that  has  ever  been 
published  in  English  respecting  the  best  methods  to  be  adopted  in  comparing 
handwritings.  It  deserves  the  most  attentive  study,  and  it  quite  exhausts  the 
subject.  See  Handw.  of  Jun.  by  Twistleton  &  Chabot,  quarto,  published  by 
Murray  in  1871. 
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Many  men  are  capable  of  ■writing  in  several  different  hands;  and, 
consequently,  when  the  object  they  have  in  view  is  to  relieve  them- 
selves from  liability,  nothing  can  be  easier  than  to  produce  to  the 
jury  genuine  documents,  which  have  been  written  for  the  express 
purpose  of  proving  that  no  similitude  exists  between  them  and  the 
writing  in  dispute.' 

§  1873.  Another  matter  which  appears  to  have  been  overlooked  §  1671 
by  the  Legislature,  relates  to  the  question,  how  far  the  knowledge 
of  a  witness,  who  is  called  to  prove  handwriting,  may  be  tested  in 
cross-examination  by  showing  him  other  documents,  not  admissible 
as  evidence  in  the  cause,  nor  proved  to  be  genuine,  and  by  then 
asking  him  whether  they  were  written  by  the  same  hand  as  the 
paper  in  dispute.  If  the  witness  in  such  a  case  were  to  express 
his  belief  that  all  the  documents  were  in  the  same  handwriting, 
could  the  cross-examining  counsel  prove  that  those  produced  by 
him  were  not  genuine,  and  then  put  them  in  evidence,  that  the 
jury  might  be  enabled  to  appreciate  the  testimony  given  by  the 
witness?  On  this  subject,  the  authorities,  prior  to  the  alteration 
of  the  law  effected  by  the  Acts  passed  in  1854,  and  1865,^  are  con- 
flicting,^ and  it  is  difficult  to  conjecture  in  what  way  the  judges 
would  now  decide.  The  admission  of  the  evidence,  would,  however, 
seem  best  to  accord  with  the  spirit  of  the  new  law. 

§  1874.  When  documents  are  of  such  antiquity  that  witnesses    §  1672 
who  haye  corresponded  with  the  supposed  writer,  or  who  have  seen 
him  write,  cannot  be  produced,   the  law  will,  from  necessity,  be 
satisfied  with  less   strict  proof  than  is  required  in  other  cases.* 

1  Ld.  Brogham's  Bill  of  1853  contained,  the  following  clause  to  avoid  this 
evil: — "Where  the  handwriting  of  any  person  is  sought  to  be  disproved  hy 
comparison  with  other  writings  of  his,  not  admissible  in  evidence  for  any  other 
purpose  in  the  cause,  such  writings,  before  they  can  be  compared  with  the  doc- 
ument in  question,  must,  if  sought  to  be  used  by  the  party  in  whose  hand- 
writing they  are,  be  proved  to  have  been  written  prior  to  any  dispute  re- 
specting the  genuineness  of  such  document."     See  ante,  I  1863,  ad  fin. 

^  See  ante,  I  1869. 

^  See  and  compare  Hughes  v.  Eogers,  8  M.  &W.  125;  Grifats  v.  Ivory,  11  A. 
&  E.  322;  3  P.  &  D.  179,  S.  C;  Young  v.  Honner,  2  M.  &  Eob.  537;  1  C.  & 
Kir.  51,  S.  C,  nom.  Younge  «.  Honner. 

*  Doe  V.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  717,  718,  per  Coleridge,  J. ;  724,  725,  per 
Williams,  J. ;  736,  per  Patteson,  J. ;  747,  748,  per  Ld.  Denman. 
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Such  documents,  when  thirty  years  old,  generally  prove  them- 
selves;' but  still  occasions  may  arise  when,  in  order  to  establish 
identity,  it  will  become  necessary  to  prove  the  handwriting.  For 
instance,  if  in  a  pedigree  cause,  or  a  peerage  claim,  a  declaration, 
purporting  to  have  been  written  by  a  deceased  member  of  the 
family,  be  tendered  ia  evidence,  the  handwriting  must  be  proved  in 
some  legal  mode,  however  ancient  the  paper  may  be.^  How,  then, 
is  this  to  be  done?  Doubtless,  under  the  Act  of  28  &  29  V., 
c.  18,  §  8,^  the  proof  may  be  established  by  producing  from  the 
proper  custody  other  documents  admitted  to  be  genuine,  or  proved 
to  have  been  respected,  treated,  and  acted  upon  as  such  by  the 
parties  interested  in  them,  and  by  then  permitting  witnesses, 
whether  experts  or  others,  and  the  court  and  Jury  to  compare  such 
documents  directly  with  the  paper  in  dispute.*  It  is  also  clear  that, 
without  the  production  of  any  documents  for  the  purpose  of  insti- 
tuting a  direct  comparison,  the  handwriting  under  investigation 
may  be  proved  by  any  witness,  who  has  become  acquainted  with  it 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business. 


§  1875.  This  point  was  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  J  1673 
claim  of  Sir  B.  W.  Bridges  to  the  barony  of  Fitzwalter.^  There, 
it  became  necessary  to  show  that  a  family  pedigree,  produced  from 
the  proper  custody,  and  purporting  to  have  been  made  some  ninety 
years  before  by  an  ancestor  of  the  claimant,  was  written  by  him.  To 
establish  this  fact,  the  family  solicitor  of  the  claimant  was  called; 
and  on  his  stating  that  he  had  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  an- 
cestor's writing,  from  having  had  occasion  at  different  times  to 
examine,   in  the  course  of  his  business,  many  deeds  and  other 


1  Ante,  ??  g7,  88. 

2  Tracy  Peer.,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  154;  Fitzwalter  Peer.,  id.  193;  Morewood  d. 
Wood,  14  East,  328;  Taylor  v.  Cook,  8  Price,  652.  »  Ante,  ?  1869. 

'  This  course  was  allowaHle  to  a  great  extent  under  the  old  law.  See  Da  vies 
V.  Lowndes,  7  Scott,  N.  E.  168,  169,  209;  Doe  v.  Traver,  Ey.  &  M.  143,  per 
Abbott,  C.  J.;  Anon.,  cited  id.,  per  Lawrence  J. ;  Eoe'W.  Eawlings,  7  East,  282, 
n.,  per  Le  Blanc,  J.,  on  two  occasions;  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East,  328,  per 
Hotham,  B.;  20  Law  Mag.  323,  324;  Taylor  v.  Cook,  8  Price,  652,  653,  per 
EichardB,  C.  B. 

'  Fitzwalter  Peer.,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  193.  See  Crawford  &  Lindsay  Peer.,  2  H. 
of  L.  Cas.  556—558. 
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instuments  purporting  to  have  been  -written  or  signed  by  him,  the 
Lords  considered  this  witness  competent  to  prove  the  handwriting 
of  the  pedigree.  In  another  case,'  where  in  order  to  prove  a  pedi- 
gree, it  became  necessary  to  rely  upon  a  marriage  certificate,  which 
purported  to  have  been  written  and  signed  eighty-five-years  before 
the  trial  by  W.  Davies,  the  then  curate  of  the  parish,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  document  was  admissible,  on  proof  by 
the  parish  clerk,  that  in  the  course  of  his  ofScial  duty  he  had 
acquired  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Davies,  from 
various  signatures  in  the  original  register.  It  was  objected  that 
some  witness  should  have  been  called  to  speak  to  the  death  of  the  ' 
curate,  or  to  have  shown  when  he  died,  or  at  least  that  some  search 
should  have  been  made  for  persons  who  might  have  seen  him  write, 
or  have  been  able  to  prove  his  signature  in  the  ordinary  way;  but 
the  objections  were  overruled  as  untenable. 

§  1876.  But  the  question  still  remains,  can  a  witness,  in  the  I  1674 
cases  just  put,  be  called  to  state  that  he  has  acquired  a  knowledge 
of  the  handwriting  in  question,  not  from  a  course  of  business,  like  a 
party's  solicitor  or  steward,  but  from  studying  the  signatures  attached 
to  documents,  which  are  either  admitted  or  proved  to  be  genuine, 
but  which  are  not  produced,  for  the  express  purpose  of  speaking  to 
the  identity  of  the  writer  ?  The  House  of  Lords  in  the  Fitzwalter 
Peerage  case  ^  decided, — in  apparent  opposition  to  several  older 
authorities,^ — that  such  testimony  was  inadmissible,  and  the  new 
practice  established  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure'  Act,  1854,* 
does  not  seem  to  have  interfered  with  this  decision. 

§  1877.  Independent  of  all  cases  in  whichhandwriting  is  sought    §  ^^"^^ 
to  be  proved  by  actual  comparison,  the  testimony  of  skilled  witneses 
will  occasionally  be  admissible  for  the  pursose  of  throwing  light 
upon  the  document  in  dispute.     First,  if  the  writing  be  ancient,  an 
expert  may  state  his  belief  as  to  the  probable  period  at  which  it  was 


1  Doe  ti.  Davies,  10  Q.  B.  314.  ^  jq  CI.  &  Fin.  193. 

'  See  Sparrow  v.  Farrant,  2  St.  Ev.  517,  n.  e,  per  Holroyd,  J. ;  Doe  v.  Lyne, 
2  Ph.  Ev.  258,  n.  1,  per  id;  Beer  v.  "Ward,  cited  id.,  per  Dallas,  C.  J.,  and  Ld. 
Tenterden;  Anon.,  per  Ld.  Hardwicke,  cited  B.  N.  P.  236,  h;  Doe  v:  Sucker- 
more,  cited  ante,  p.  1587,  n.  4.  *  Ante,  §  1869. 
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■written,  because,  in  such  a  ease,  as  the  character  of  handwriting- 
varies  according  to  the  progress  of  civilization,  antiquarian  know- 
ledge may  afford  much  assistence  in  arriving  at  a  right  conclusion.^ 
Secondly,  if  the  question  be  whether  a  paper  is  written  in  a  feigned 
or  natural  hand,^  witnesses  whose  duty  it  has  been  to  detect  forge- 
ries will  probably  be  admissible  in  this  country,^  as  they  certainly 
are  in  America,*  on  the  ground  that  such  persons  are  supposed  to 
be  more  capable  than  ordinary  men  of  pronouncing  a  safe  opinion 
on  a  subject  of  this  nature.*  Still,  as  experts  usually  come  with  a 
bias  on  their  minds  to  support  the  cause  in  which  they  are  embarked, 
little  weight  will  in  general  be  attached  to  the  evidence  which  they 
give,^  unless  it  be  obviously  based  on  sensible  reasoning. 


§  1878.  Although  in  ordinary  cases,  when  a  witness  is  called  to  j  ]679 
speak  to  handwriting,  the  document  itself  is  produced  in  court,  it  is 
obvious  that  this  course  may  occasionally  be  highly  inconvenient  or 
even  impossible.  For  instance,  suppose  it  be  necessary  to  identify 
a  person,  who  has  either  written  a  paper  which  is  lost,  or  has  signed 
a  record  or  public  register,  the  removal  of  which  from  its  proper 
place  of  custody  cannot  be  enforced, — will  a  witness  be  allowed  to 
prove  such  person's  handwriting  without  producing  the  original 
document?  This  point  was  raised  and  decided  in  the  affirmative 
in  Sayer  v.  Glossop,'  where  the  defendant,  having  pleaded  her 
coverture,  and  having  put  in  an  examined  copy  of  the  register  of 
her  marriage  with  one  A.  B.,  was,  permitted,  without  producing  the 

'  Doe  II.  Suckermore,  5  A.  &  E.  718,  per  Cpleridge,  J. ;  Tracy  Peer.,  10  CI. 
&  Fin.  154. 

'  Those  who  feel  an  interest  in  tracing  a  similarity  between  feigned  and 
natural  handwriting,  are  referred  to  the  4th  vol.  of  Ld.  Chatham's  Corresp., 
where,  at  p.  37  ot  the  fac-similes  of  autographs,  they  will  find  a  curious  com- 
parison of  the  upright  writing  of  Junius  with  the  running-hand  of  Sir  Ph. 
Francis.     See,  also,  ante,  I  1871,  n.  3. 

^  R.  V.  Coleman,  6  Cox,  163,  per  Cresswell,  J. 

*  Hammond's  case,  2  Greenl.  33;  Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490;  Com.  v. 
Carey,  2  Pick.  47;  Lyon  v.  Lyman,  9  Conn.  55;  Hubly  v.  Vanhorne,  7  Serg. 
&  E.  185;  Lodge  v.  Pbipher,  11  Serg.  &  R.  333. 

*  R.  V.  Cator,  4  Esp.  117,  145,  per  Hotham,  B. ;  Goodtitle  v.  Braham,  4  T. 
E.  497;  £)oe  v.  Suckermore,  2  N.  &  P.  18;  Fitzwalter  Peer.,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  198, 
per  Ld.  Brougham. 

^  Tracy  Peer.,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  101,  per  Ld.  Campbell;  Gurney  v.  Langlands, 
5  B.  &  A.  330.  '  2  Ex.  E.  409. 
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original  register,  to  call  a  witness,  who  deposed  that  he  knew  one 
A.  B.,  and  had  often  seen  him  write;  and  that  the  husband's 
signature  in  the  register,  which  he  had  examined,  was  in  the 
handwriting  of  his  friend  A.  B. 


§  1879.  A  bold  attempt  was  made  in  the  year  1868,  and  again  in  ?  1679a 
the  year  1875,  to  facilitate  the  reading  of  documents  on  trials  in 
the  County  Courts,  by  waiving  the  necessity  of  producing  any 
formal  proof  in  their  support.'  Both  these  attempts  failed,  owing 
to  want  of  skill  in  the  draughtsmen  who  respectively  framed  the 
rules  by  which  the  object  was  sought  to  be  effected.  However,  in 
1883,  a  new  rule  was  promulgated,  which,  at  last,  has  partially 
succeeded,  and  which  is  in  the  following  form: — "Where  any 
documents,  which  would,  if  duly  proved,  be  admissible  in  evidence, 
are  produced  to  the  court  from  proper  custody,  they  shall  be  read 
without  further  proof,  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  they  appear 
genuine,  and  if  no  objection  be  taken  thereto;  and  if  the  admis- 
sion of  any  document  so  produced  be  objected  to,  the  judge  may 
adjourn  the  hearing, for  the  proof  ot  the  documents,  and  the  party 
objecting  shall  pay  the  costs  caused  by  such  objection,  in  case  the 
dociiments  shall  afterwards  be  proved,  unless  the  judge  shall  other- 
wise order."  ^ 

§  1880.'  The  admissibility  and  effect  of  private  writings,  when    j  leso 
offered  in  evidence,  have  been  incidentally  considered,  under  various 
heads,  in  the  preceding  pages,  so  far  as  they  are  established  and 
governed  by  any  rules  of  law.  On  this  subject,  therefore,  no  further 
comments  are  necessary. 

§  1881.  Still,  it  may  be  convenient  here  to  advert  to  six  practical    ^  ifjs] 
rules  of  some  importance,  all  of  which  will  be  found  applicable  to 
evidence  of  every  description.     First,  where  evidence  is  offered  for 
a  particular  purpose,  and  an  objection  is  taken  to  its  admissibility 
for  that  purpose,  if  the  judge  pronounces  in  favour  of  its  general 


■  Cy.  Ct.  R.  O.  &  F.  of  1868,  E.  103;  Cy.  Ct.  R.  1875,  Ord.  xiv,  R.  5. 
•  Cy.  Ct.  R.  1883,  E.  10. 
»  Gr.  Ev.  §  583,  in  part. 
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admissibility  in  the  cause,  the  court  will  support  his  decision,  pro- 
vided the  evidence  be  admissible  for  any  purposed  The  proper 
course  for  the  opposing  counsel  to  take  in  such  a  case  would  seem 
to  be,  to  call  upon  the  judge  to  explain  to  the  jury,  that  the 
evidence,  though  generally  admissible  in  the  cause,  furnishes  no 
proof  of  the  particular  fact  in  question;  and  then,  should  the  judge 
refuse  to  make  the  explanation  required,  an  application  might  be 
made  to  the  court  above  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirec- 
tion.^ Secondly,  where  inadmissible  evidence  is  received  at  the 
trial  without  objection,  the  opposite  party  cannot  afterwards  object 
to  its  having  been  received,*  or  obtain  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  judge  did  not  expressly  warn  the  jury  to  place  no  reliance 
upon  it.*  Thirdly,  where  evidence  is  objected  to  at  the  trial,  the 
nature  of  the  objections  must  be  distinctly  stated,  whether  an  excep- 
tion be  entered  on  the  record  or  not;  ^  and  on  either  moving  for  a 
new  trial  on  account  of  its  improper  admission,  or  on  arguing  the 
exception,  the  counsel  will  not  be  permitted  to  rely  on  any  other 
objections  than  those  taken  at  Nisi  Prius." 

§  1882.  Fourthly,  where  evidence  is  tendered  at  the  trial  on  an  5  1682 
untenable  ground,  and  is  consequently  rejected,  the  court  will  not 
grant  a  new  trial  merely  because  it  has  since  been  discovered  that 
the  evidence  was  admissible  on  another  ground;  but  the  party 
must  go  much  further,  and  show,  first,  that  he  could  not  by  due 
diligence  have  offered  the  evidence  on  the  proper  ground  at  the 
trial,  and  next,  that  manifest  injustice  will  ensue  from  its  rejection. 


'  The  Irish  Society  v.  Bp.  of  Derry,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  641,  655. 

'  Id.  672—674,  per  Ld.  Brougham. 

'  Reed  v.  Lamb,  29  L.  J.,  Ex.  452;  6  H.  &  N.  75,  S.  C. 

*  Goslin  V.  Corry,  7  M.  &  Gr.  342;  Doe  v.  Benjamin,  9  A.  &  E.  644. 

^  A  hill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  tendered  on  a  criminal  trial,  E.  v.  Esdaile, 
1  Fost.  &  Fin.  213,  228,  per  Ld.  Campbell.  Such  bills  were  also  abolished  in 
civil  causes  by  Rules  of  Supr.  Ct.,  1875,  Ord.  LVIII.,  R.  1.  But  the  same  object 
may  be  gained  "  by  motion  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  founded  upon  an  excep- 
tion entered  upon  or  annexed  to  the  record,"  38  &  39  V.,  c.  77,  ^  22.  This 
somewhat  contradictory  Legislation  would  seem  to  be  a  silly  trifling  with 
words. 

«  Williams  v.  Wilcox,  8  A.  &E.  314,  337;  Ferrand  v.  Milligan,  7  Q.  R.  730; 
Bain  v.  Whitehaven  &  Furness  Junct.  Ry.  Co.,  3  H.  of  L.  Cas.  1,  15—17,  per 
Ld.  Brougham. 
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Ilis  position,  at  the  best,  is  that  of  a  party  who  has  discovered 
fresh  evidence  since  the  trial.'  Fifthly,  where  evidence  is  rejected 
at  the  trial,  the  party  proposing  it  should  formally  tender  it  to  the 
judge,  and  request  him  to  make  a  note  of  th.e  fact;  and,  if  this 
request  be  refused,  he  should  then  require  an  exception  to  be 
entered  upon  or  annexed  to  the  record;  or,  if  there  be  no  record, 
as  in  the  Probate  Division  of  the  High  Court,  he  must  apply  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal  for  an  order  directing  a  notice  of  appeal  to  be 
given.^  If  neither  of  these  courses  has  been  pursued,  and  the 
judge  has  no  note  on  the  subject,  the  counsel  cannot  afterwards 
complain  of  the  rejection  of  the  evidence.^  Lastly,  though  evidence 
has  been  improperly  admitted  or  rejected  at  Nisi  Prius,  or  the 
judge  has  omitted  to  put  to  the  jury  a  question  which  he  was  not 
asked  to  leave  to  them,  the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  unless 
in  its  opinion  "  some  substantial  wrong  or  miscarriage  has  been 
thereby  occasioned  in  the  trial;  and  if  it  appear  to  such  court  that 
such  wrong  or  miscarriage  affects  part  only  of  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy, or  some  or  one  only  of  the  parties,  the  court  may  give  tinal 
judgment  as  to  part  thereof,  or  some  or  one  only  of  the  parties,  and 
direct  a  new  trial  as  to  the  other  part  only,  or  as  to  the  other  party 
or  parties."*     As  it  was  considered  very  doubtful  whether  this  last 

1  Doe  V.  Beviss,  18  L.  J.,  C.  P.  128  ;  7  Com.  B.  456,  S.  C. 

^  Cheese  v.  Lovejoy,  L.  E.,  2  P.  D.  161,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

'  Gibbs  V.  Pike,  9  M.  &  W.  351,  360,  361  ;  Whitehouse  v.  Hemmant,  27  L.  J., 
Ex.  295  ;  Penn  v.  Bibby,  36  L.  J.,  Ch.  455,  461,  per  Ld.  Chelmsford,  Ch. 

*  Rules  of  Supr.  Ct.,  1883,  Ord.  XXXIX.,  E.  6.  The  Scotch  law  on  this 
subject  is  embodied  in  ?  45  of  13  &  14  V.,  c.  36,  which  enacts,  that  "  a  bill  of 
exceptions  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any  cause  before  the  Court  of  Session,  upon 
the  ground  ot  the  undue  admission  of  evidence,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
the  exclusion  of  such  evidence  could  not  have  led  to  a  different  verdict  than 
that  actually  pronounced ;  and  it  shall  not  be  imperative  on  the  Court  to 
sustain  a  bill  of  exceptions  on  the  ground  of  the  undue  rejection  of  docu- 
mentary evidence,  when  it  shall  appear  from  the  documents  themselves  that 
they  ought  not  to  have  effected  the  result  at  which  the  jury  by  their  verdict 
have  arrived."  The  Indian  Evid.  Act  of  1872,  contains  also,  in  §  167,  the 
following  enactment: — "The  improper  admission  or  rejection'' of  evidence 
shall  not  be  ground  of  itself  for  a  new  trial  or  reversal  of  any  decision  in 
any  case,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  before  which  such  objection  is  raised 
that,  independently  of  the  evidence  objected  to  and  admitted,  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  justify  the  decision,  or  that  if  the  rejected  evidence  had 
been  received  it  ought  not  to  have  varied  the  decision."  See  Hodson  v.  Mid- 
Gt.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  I.  E.,  11  C.  L.  109. 
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rule  applied  to  a  motion  in  the  High  Court  for  a  new  trial  in  a 
County  Court  action/  a  new  Rule  has  been .  framed  by  the 
Judges,  which  came  into  operation  on  the  24th  of  October,  1884, 
and  which  runs  thus: — "  On  any  motion  by  way  of  appeal  from  an 
inferior  Court,  the  Court  to  which  any  such  appeal  may  be  brought, 
shall  have  power  to  draw  all  inferences  of  fact  which  might  have 
been  drawn  in  the  Court  below,  and  to  give  any  judgment  and  make 
any  order  which  ought  to  have  been  made.  No  such  motion  shall 
succeed  on  the  ground  merely  of  misdirection  or  improper  reception 
or  rejection  of  evidence,  unless,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  sub- 
stantial wrong  or  miscarriage  has  been  thereby  occasioned  in  the 
Court  below."  ' 


§  1883.  Besides  these  rules  which  apply  principally  to  trials  by 
jury,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  now 
clothed,  by  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  with  large 
powers  for  amending  proceedings,  and  for  receiving  further  evidence. 
These  objects  are  attained  by  Order  LVIII.,  Rule  4,  which  provides, 
that  "  the  Court  of  Appeal  shall  have  all  tte  powers  and  duties 
as  to  amendments  and  otherwise  of  the  High  Court,  together 
with  full  discretionary  power  to  receive  further  evidence  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact,  such  evidence  to  be  either  by  oral  examination  in 
court,  by  afi&davit,  or  by  deposition  taken  before  an  examiner  or 
commiBsioner.  Such  further  evidence  may  be  given  without  special 
leave  upon  interlocutory  applications,  or  in  any  case  as  to  matters 
which  have  occurred  after  the  date  of  the  decision  from  which 
the  appeal  is  brought.  Upon  appeals  from  a  judgment  after  trial 
or  hearing  of  any  cause  or  matter  upon  the  merits,  such  further 
evidence  (save  as  to  matters  subsequent  as  aforesaid)  shall  be 
admitted  on  special  grounds  only,  and  not  without  special  leave  of 
the  court." 

§  1884.  It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that,  except  in  a  case 


'  See  and  compare  Shapcott  v.  dhappell,  L.  E.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  58;  53  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  77,  S.  C;  and  Mathews  v.  Ovey,  ,53  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  439  ;  L.  R.,  13  Q.  B.  D. 
403,  S.  C. 

"^  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.  Oct,  1884,  R.  15,  or  cited  as  Ord.  LIX.,  E.  7  of  the 
Rules  of  1883. 
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where  serious  injustice  would  otherwise  be  done,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  will,  on  questions  of  amendment,  seldom  interfere  with  the 
discretion  of  the  court  below.'  Neither  will  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
unless  in  an  extreme  case,  reverse  the  decision  of  a  judge  on  a 
question  of  fact,  when  he  has  arrived  at  a  clear  conclusion  after 
hearing  the  witnesses;  but  this  last  rule  only  applies  to  cases 
where  the  judge's  decision  depends  on  the  credibility  of  the 
witnesses  as  evinced  by  their  demeanour,  and  not  on  inferences 
drawn  by  him  from  the  facts  deposed.^  When  an  appellant 
wishes  to  adduce  further  evidence  upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal, 
and  that  evidence  consists  of  an  affidavit  or  other  document,' 
he  may,  without  any  recourse  to  the  court  for  leave,  give  notice  to 
the  respondent  of  his  intention  to  apply  at  the  hearing  for  per- 
mission to  take  such  step ;  *  but  if  the  party  wishes  to  examine  a 
fresh  witness,  he  must  apply  for  leave  by  motion  before  the  hear- 
ing.' The  words  "further  evidence"  mean  any  evidence  not  used 
at  the  trial  or  hearing  in  the  court  below.  Provided  it  has  not 
been  so  used,  it  falls  within  the  rule,  whether  it  be  evidence  alto- 
gether fresh,  or  evidence  which  has  already  been  used  in  the  same 
cause,  or  in  any  other  cause  between  the  same  parties,  and  which 
might  have  been  read  at  the  trial  had  notice  been  given.^  The 
court  will  not  grant  permission  to  admit  further  evidence  as  a 
mere  matter  of  course,  but  will  act  cautiously  in  the  matter,  and 
will  generally  require  some  strong  reason  to  be  given  for  invoking 
its  interference.'  It  will  also,  of  course,  be  more  ready  to  admit 
documentary  evidence  than  oral  testimony  after  the  pinch  of  the 


'  Golding  V.  Wiarton  Saltworks  Co.,  L.  E.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  374,  per  Ct.  of  App. 
cited  ante,  |  229. 

''  The  Glannibanta,  L.  E.,  1  Pr.  D.  283,  287,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  Bigsby  v. 
Dickinson,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  280,  282,  per  James,  Ld.  J. 

'  See  Dicks  «.  Brooks,  L.  E.,  13  Ch.  D.  652,  per  Jessel,  M.  E.,  explaining 
Hastie  v.  Ha.stie,  L.  E.,  1  Ch.  D.  562. 

«  Hastie  v.  Hastie,  L.  E.,  1  Ch.  D.  562,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  288, 
S.  C. ;  Justice  v.  Mersey  Steel  Co.,  24  W.  E.  199.  See,  as  to  the  practice  in 
Ireland,  Long  t).  Donegan,  I.  E.,  7  Eq.,  494. 

=  Dicks  V.  Brooks,  L.  E.,  13  Ch.  D.  652,  per  Jessel,  M.  E. 

°  In  re  Chennell,  Jones  i;.  Chennell,  L.  E.,  8  Ch.  D.  492,  505,  per  Jessel, 
M.  E.,  in  a.  of  App. ;  47  L.  J.,  Ch.  583,  S.  C. 

'  Id.;  In  re  Weston's  case,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  D.  579,  per  Ct.  of  App.;  S.  C. 
nom..  In  re  "West  Jewell  Tin  Mining  Co.,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  425. 
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case  has  been  sustained; '  but  still,  it  will  be  reluctant  at  any  time 
to  shut  out  any  witness,  who  will  probably  be  able  to  throw  some 
genuine  light  upon  the  matter:  ^  and  it  will  grant  the  application 
all  the  more  readily,  if  there  be  any  ground  for  assuming  that  the 
court  below  has  been  deceived  or  otherwise  misled  by  the  testimony 
given.  ^ 


§  1885.*  Having  now  completed  the  design  of  this  Treatise,  in  ?  1683 
presenting  a  general  view  of  the  principles  and  rules  of  the  Law 
of  Evidence,  the  work  is  here  properly  brought  to  a  close.  The 
student  will  not  fail  to  observe  the  symmetry  and  beauty  of  this 
branch  of  the  law,  under  whatever  disadvantages  it  may  labour 
from  the  manner  of  treatment:  and  will  rise  from  the  study  of 
its  principles,  convinced,  with  Lord  Erskine,  that,  with  some  few 
exceptions,^  "  they  are  founded  in  the  charities  of  religion, — in 
the  philosophy  of  nature, — in  the  truths  of  history, — and  in  the 
experience  of  common  life."  ° 

'  In  re  Coal  Economising  Gas  Co.,  exp.  Gover,  45  L.  J.,  Ch.  95,  per  Ct.  of 
App.;  In  re  "Weston's  case,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  D.  579,  582,  583,  per  Jessel,  M.  K.; 
S.  C,  nom.,  In  re  West  Jewell  Tin  Mining  Co.,  48  L.  J.,  Ch.  425. 

2  2  Id. 

'  Bigsby  V.  Dickinson,  46  L.  J.,  Ch.  280,  per  Ct.  of  App. 

*  Gr.  Ev.  I  584,  in  great  part. 

'  See  Index,  tit.  ^''  Suggestions  for  amending  the  Law  of  Evidence." 

«  23  How.  St.  Tr.  966. 
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The  reader  will  find  in  §  1246  the  following  passage: — "The 
question  as  to  what  constitutes  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  of 
a  witness  is  now,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  all  the  Divisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  happily  set  at  rest  by  the  formal  adoption  of  a 
partially  fixed  scale  of  remuneration."  When  this  sentence  was 
written  the  Author  had  excellent  ground  for  believing  that,  long 
before  his  Work  should  have  passed  through  the  printer's  hands,  a 
Rule  would  be  promulgated  by  the  judicial  Committee  appointed  for 
that  purpose,  which, — in  place  of  the  four  ill-drawn  and  inconsistent 
Scales  hitherto  respectively  recognized  in  the  different  Divisions  of 
the  High  Court, — would  establish  one  Scale  as  applicable  alike  to  all 
the  Divisions.  Unhappily  some  hitch  has  arisen  in  carrying  out 
this  very  simple  but  much  required  legal  Reform,  and  up  to  the 
present  time  no  remedy  for  the  evil  has  been  officially  supplied. 

The  Author,  therefore,  has  no  alternative  left  but  to  reprint  the 
old  Scales,  which  will  be  found  below. 

1st.  The  Scale  recognized  in  the  Common  Law  Division,  as 
approved  by  the  Judges  in  1853  (see  Reg.  Gen.,  H.  T.,  16  V.,  1 
E.  &  B.  App.  Ixxv. ),  is  as  follows: — 

"  ALLOWANCE  TO  WITNESSES. 


' '  Common    witnesses,    such    as     labourers, 
journeymen,  &c.,  per  diepi  ... 

Master    tradesmen,   yeomen,   and    farmers, 
per  diem j    .    .        .  from 


If  residM't  In  the  Town 

in  wl.ii-h  Uie 

Cause  Is  tried. 

£ 

s. 

d. 

}       0 

5 

0          { 

J    ° 

7 
to 

6 

[          0 

10 

6 

If  resident 

at  a 

Distance 

from  the 

place  0[  Trial 


£     s. 

d. 

0      5 

0 

to 

0     7 

6 

0   10 

6 

to 

0   15 

0 
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ALLOWANCE  TO  WITNESSES — Continued- 


"  Auctioneers  and  accountants,  per  diem  . 

Professional  men,  per  diem 

Professional   men,    inclusive   of   all,   except 
travelling  expenses,  per  diem 


Attorneys',  or  other  clerks,  per  diem 

Engineers  and  surveyors,  per  diem    . 
Notaries,  per  diem 


Gentlemen 
Esquires 
Bankers 
Merchants 


Females,    according  to  station  in  life,  per 
diem from 


Police  inspector,  per  diem 


Police  constable 


If  resident  in  the  Town 
iu  which  the 
Cause  is  tried . 


£ 
0 


d. 
6 


0    10     6 


1     0 


vrith  subpoena,  but 

no  daily  allowance 

except  after  the  first 

day,  and  then  a 
reasonable  sum  for 
refreshment  and 
conveyance. 
i         0     5    0 
■j  to 

(         0   10    0 

0     5    0 


0     3      0 


If  resident 

at  a 

I>i8tance 

from  the 

place  of  Trial 


0  10 
to 

1  1 

2  2 
to 

3  3 

0  15 
to 

1  1 
1      1 

to 
3     3 


d. 
6 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 


110 

per 
diem. 


0  5 
to 

1  0 
0     7 

to 
0   10 
0     5 

to 
0     7 


"  If  the  witnesses  attend  in  one  cause  only,  they  will  be  entitled 
to  the  full  allowance.  If  they  attend  in  more  than  one  cause,  they 
will  be  entitled  to  a  proportionate  part  in  each  cause  only.  The 
travelling  expenses  of  witnesses,  shall  be  allowed  according  to  the 
sums  reasonably  and  actually  paid,  but  in  no  case  shall  exceed  Is. 
per  mile  one  way." 

2nd.  In  the  Chancery  Division  no  Scale  has  been  formally 
adopted,  but  that  which  is  recognized  in  the  Oommort  Law  Division 
has,  in  practice,  to  a  certain  extent  been  consulted,  though 
apparently  without  any  legal  authority. 
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Srd.  In  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes  the  Scale  recognized  is 
nearly  identical  with  the  Common  Law  Scale,  and  need  not  there- 
fore be  here  printed  at  length. 

4th.  In  the  Probate  Division,  the  Scale  is  as  follows:— 

"witnesses'  expenses. 

"  Allowance  to  WitTiesses,  per  day,   including  their  board  and 
lodging,  as  between  party  and  party. 


"  Common  -witnesses,    such  as  labourers, " 
journeymen,  &c 

Master  tradesmen,  yeomen,  farmers,  &c.  . 

Auctioneers  and  accountants  .        ... 

Professional     men,     including    notaries, 
engineers,  surveyors,  &c.    .  .    .    .  , 

Clerks  to  attorneys  or  others 

E.squires,  bankers,  merchants,  and  gentle- ' 
men 

Females,  according  testation  in  life  .    .   . 


If  re  iUent  within  Five 

IMiles  (If  thi'  t-ieaeral 

Tost  OiRce, 


£ 

0 

0 
1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 
0 
0 


10 
1 

1 

10 

1 

5- 

to 
10 
7 
5 


d. 

0 

0 
0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

o' 

6 
0 


Police  inspectors 

Police  constable  ....  

"  The  travelling  expenses  of  witnesses  will  be  allowed 
to  the  sums  reasonably  and  actually  paid;  but  in  no  case 
be  an  allowance  for  such  expenses  of  more  than  Is.  per 
way."  It  will  be  seen  that  the  above  Scale  is  open 
comment 

5th.  In  the  Admiralty  Division  the  Scale  is  as  follows:- 


If  Iteyond 

that 
distance. 


£  S.  d. 

0  7  6 

0  15  0 

2  2  0 


7 

to 

10     0 

0   10     0 

0     7     6 

according 

will  there 

mile  one 

to  much 


"  witnesses'  expenses. 

'  Allowance  to  Witnesses,  per  day,  including  their  board  and 
lodging,  as  betiveen  party  and  party. 


' '  Common  witnesses,  as  labourers,  journey- ' 
men,  sailors,  &c 

Master  tradesmen,  yeomen,  farmers,  mas- ' 

ters  and  mates  of  vessels,  &c 
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Tf  required  to  comfi  a 

distance  nut  exceeding 

Five  Miles. 


£    s.     d, 
0      5     0 

0    10     0 


If  a  greater 
distance. 


£     ii.    d. 
0     7     6 

0  15     0 


1600 
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witnesses'  expenses — continued. 


If  requlrpd  to  come  a 

distam-.ft  not  exceeding 

Five  Miles 


If  a  greater 
distance. 


"Bankers,  merchants,  professional  men,"! 
notaries,  engineers  and  surveyors,  auc-  >■ 
tioneers  and  accountants,  &c.  .    .    .  from  J 

Clerks  to  bankers,  merchants,  professional  1 
men  and  others J 

Esquires  and  gentlemen 

Females,  according  to  station  in  life  .... 


£    R.  d. 
110 

to 

3      3  0 

0  10  6 

1  1  0 
0      5  0 

to 

0    10  6 


£    8.    d. 
110 
to 
3 


1 

7 
to 
0 


The  travelling  expenses  are  the  same   as  in  the  last  preceding 
Scale. 

The  Scale  is  as  follows  in  the  County  Courts : — 


d. 


d. 


7    6  to 

0  15 

0 

4    0  to 

0    7 

6 

3    0  to 

0    4 

0 

"  Gentlemen,    merchants,    bankers,    and    professional 

men,  per  diem from     15     0  to    1     1      0 

Tradesmen,     auctioneers,     accountants,      clerks,     and 

yeomen,  per  diem from 

Artisans  and  journeymen,  per  diem from 

Labourers,  and  the  like,  per  diem from 

Travelling  expenses,  sum  reasonably  paid,  but  not  more  than  6d. 
per  mile  one  way. 

If  the  witnesses  attend  in  more  than  one  cause,  they  will  be 
entitled  to  a  proportionate  part  in  each  cause-  only."  Cy.  Ct.  R. 
1875,  p.  237. 

The  above  Scale  is  very  injudiciously  drawn  up;  for,  first,  by  the 
adoption  of  a  fluctuating  amount  of  remuneration,  it  enables  the 
Eegiatrars,  in  taxing  costs,  to  act  with  gross  partiality, — it  leads 
inevitably  to  the  scandal  of  having  different  sums  allowed  in 
different  courts, — and  it  may  neutralise  the  compulsory  effect  of  a 
subpoena,  unless  the  witness  has  been  supplied  with  conduct  money 
calculated  on  the  highest  Scale;  next,  it  contains  no  reference  to 
female  witnesses;  and,  thirdly,  in  courts  which  were  specially 
established  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  poor,  it  precludes  the.  poor 
man  from  securing  the  testimony  of  his  rich  neighbour  on  his 
behalf,  except  at  a  cost  which  it  is  quite  out  of  his  power  to  pay. 
The  Scale  under  the  old  County  Court  Rules,  which  awarded  7s.  M. 
to  gentlemen,  &e.,  5s.  to  tradesmen,  &c.,  and  2s.  to  journeymen, 
&c.,  was  incomparably  better  than  the  one  now  in  force. 
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PAOE 

ABATEMENT,  plea  in,  abolished 1444 

of  legacies  and  annuities  rateably,  when  presumed 182 

ABBEY.     (See  Monaateries) 

ABDUCTION,  wife  competent  to  prove ...        .    1165 

on  trial  for,  costs  of  witness  may  be  allowed,  when     ....  1063 

ABILITY,  meaning  of,  in  ?  6  of  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act 933 

ABORTION,  on  charge  of  procuring,  dying  declons.  of  woman  inadmiss.  926 
woman  regarded  as  an  accomplice,  when     ....  .    .        .    .      831 

ABROAD,  when  witness  is,  his  former  depositions  admissible  .    .    .     428,  429 
his  exon.  taken  under  commission  admis.     .      467 

ABSENCE,  presumption  of  death  from 218,  219 

of  attesting  witness,  when  ii  lets  in  proof  of  his  signature  .      1571,  1572 

ABSTRACTS  of  old  deeds,  when  admissible 549 

ABUTTALS,  description  by,  in  indictment  fir  non-repair  of  highway    .      276 

for  night-poaching  .        .  ■   2'J6,  277 

ACCEPTANCE  of  bill,  what  it  admits.     (See  BUI  of  Exchange)    ....      729 

must  be  by  signed  writing  on  bill 939 

in  blank,  effect  of 1560 

of  goods,  what  sufficient  to  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds 895 — 899 

whether  sufficient,  question  for  jury 59 

of  rent,  inference  from 698 

of  contract,  when  binding  under  St.  of  Frauds  .    .  ...     876,  877 

ACCEPTOR.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

ACCESS,  of  husband  and  wife,  when  presumed 129 

cannot  be  disproved  by  husband  or  wife  .    .    .    ." 817,  818 

to  papers,  raises  inference  of  knowledge  of,  &  acquies.  in,  contents,  when  704 

ACCESSORY,  confession  by  principal  felon,  no  evidence  against  ....  778 
record  of  conviction  of  principal,  no  evid.  of  his  guilt,  as  against  1446 
acquittal  as  principal,  bar  to  indict,  as  accessory  before  the  fact  1458,  1459 
acquittal  as  principal  in  rape,  no  bar  to  indict,  for  aiding  others        1458 

ACCIDFNT.  action  for  compensation  to  families  of  persons  killed  by,  must 

be  brought  within  twelve  rtfonths  after  death 93 

material  alteration  of  instrument  by,  effect  of           ....    1554 — 1556 
when  presumptive  ev.  of  negligence 207 

ACCOMPLICE,  presumption  against  testimony  of 232 

confirmation  of,  not  necessary,  but  in  practice  required   .    .    .    830 — 832 

nature  of  confirmation .      831 

this  rule  does  not  apply  to  informers 833 

duty  of  judge  to  caution  jury  respecting  testimony  of  .    .    .  38,  232,  830 

confessions  by,  inadmissible 778 
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ACCOUCHEUR,  entry  of  abirth  in  book  ofimarked  "pd.,"  ev.  of  child's  ag-s    594 

ACCOUNT,  action  for,  must  be  brought  within  six  years 92 

ACCOUNT-BOOKS,  contents  of,  cannot  be  primarily  proved  by  parol     .      380 

lien  on  debtor's,  cannot  be  set  up  in  bankruptcy 419 

when  balance  of,  may  be  proved  by  witness  who  has  examined  them    422 
entries  in,  sometimes  admissible  as  between  master  and  servant, 

tradesman  and  shopman,  banker  and  customer,  and  partners  704 

of  merchants  and  tradesmen  admissible  for  them  in  America  .    .    .      620 

so  in  France  and  Scotland ....      623 

so  in  High  Ct.  under  rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883 622 

not  admiss.at  common  law, but  admiss.  under  old  obsolete  Act    620 
made  admissible  under  26  &  27  Vict.  o.  125  .       '.    .         620—622 
entries  in,  by  shopmen,  when  evid.  (See  Course  of  office  or  Business) 

612—624 
reading  one  entry  in,  does  not  warrant  opponent  in  reading  distinct 

entries ......  648,  649 

entries  in,  by  agents,  &c.,  when  evid.  as  against  inter.    (See  Interest) 

599,  600 

ACCOUNT  EENDEEED,  effect  of,  as  an  admission 736 

in  nameof  a  person,  admission  thatgoods  were  supplied  to  his  credit    696 

effect  of  not  objecting  to,  as  an  admission ■ .  702 

effect  of  objecting  to  one  item  of,  as  an  admission  of  the  rest     .    .      702 
presumption  from  date  of .  .  .    .      186 

ACCOUNT  STATED,  admission  under  compulsory  exam.,  whether  evid.  of    692 

admission  made  to  stranger,  not  evid.  of 692 

award  not  evidence  of,  between  parties  to  submission 1496 

production  of  I.  O.  U.  evidence  of 149 

striking  balance  of  a  debt  secured  by  deed  not  evid.  of 977 

ACCUSED.     (See  Prisoner) 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT  of  will  by  testator,  what  sufficient  .  .  .  903,  904 
of  deeds  by  married  women,  certificates  of,  how  proved  ....  1314 
of  debt,  what  will  bar  St.  of  Lim.     (See  Ld.  Tenlerden's  Act)    656.  676, 

921—928 

of  debt  by  agent  in  India .    .      657 

insertion  in  statem.  of  debts  by  bkpt.  not  sufficient 922 

of  debt  on  specialty,  what  sufficient 937 

of  title,  what  sufficient.     (See  Limitations) .     935,  936 

of  debt  or  title,  sufficiency  of,  question  for  Court 63 

by  family,  good  hearsay  evidence  in  pedigree  cases   .        .        .    571 — 576 

against  interest.     (See  Interest) 588 — 603 

of  registry  of  Friendly  Societies 1395 

of  amended  rules  of  such  Societies 1396 

of  Indust.  and  Provident  Societies 1396 

ACQUIESCENCE  in  claim  for  long  period,  raises  presumption  of  title  .      160 

when  evidence  as  an  admission.     (See  Admissions)       678,  679,  700 — 704 

as  a  confession.     (See  Confessions) 779,  780 

ACQUITTAL.     (See  Autrefois  acquit  and  Certificates) 

of  deft,  in  crim.  trial  makes  him  comp.  witn.  for  or  agst.  co-defts.    1152 
of  husband,  makes  wife  competent  witness  against  his  co-defts.         1160 

copy  of  record  of,  when  demandable 1274 — 1276 

in  Revenue  informa.,  is  it  conclusive  as  to  illegality  of  seizure?   .    1473 
in  foreign  cguntry,  when  bar  to  indictment  here I486 

ACT  OF  GOD  relieves  carrier  from  liability 205 

relieves  contractor  for  personal  services 1008 
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ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT.     {See  Statutes,  Private  Acts) 

ACT-BOOK,  of  Prerog.  Ct.  or  of  Prob.  Division,  provable  by  copy    392,  1352 

1353,  1366 

admissibility  of,  to  prove  title  of  exor.  or  admor  .    .         392,  1352,  1353 

to  prove  revocation  of  probate 1352 

ACTING  IN  OFFICE,  when  admission  of  appointment 694—696 

appointment  to  office,  when  presumed  from 187,     193 

ACTION,  question  subjecting  witness  to,  he  is  bound  to  answer  ....  1253 

doc.  subject,  witn.  to,  he  is  bound  to  produce  unless  title  deeds  1252 

effect  of  being  made  party  to,  without  knowledge'  or  consent     .    .  1439 

judgment  in  a  prosecution,  no  evidence  in  an 1445 

unless  upon  a  plea  of  guilty 1447 

judgment  in  an,  no  evidence  in  a  prosecution 1446 

ACTION  TO  PEEPETUATE  TESTIMONY.   (See  Perpetuating  Testimony) 

ACTOR,  no  presumption  as  to  yearly  hiring 196 

ACTS  OP  AUTHOR,  ancient  documents  may  be  explained  by    ...    .    1024 

ACTS  OF  OWNERSHIP,  presumptive  evidence  of  grant 154 

in  one  part  of  waste,  river,  or  mine,  when  evid.  of  title  to  another 

309— 3U 

when  proof  of,  not  necessary  .  .    146,     147 

ACTS  OF  STATE,  how  proved 5,  1304—1308 

of  foreign  or  colonial  governments,  how  proved       ...       15,  16,  1308 
secrets  of  state,  excluded.     (See  Privileged  Communications)  809,  814 — 816 

ACTUAL  KNOWLEDGE,  .how  far  question  for  judge  or  for  jury   ...  54 
ADDRESS  of  either  House  of  Parliament.     (See  Parliament) 

on  letter,  what  sufficient  to  raise  inference  of  delivery  by  post  .    .  197 

of  ward  in  Chancery,  when  solicitor  must  furnish     .    .        .    .  805,  806 

ADEMPTION  OF  LEGACY,  distinction  between,  and  revocation 

of  will       976 

total  or  partial,  may  be  proved  by  parol       976. 

presumption  that  portionment  of  legatee  by  parent  is  an    .        .    .  1043 

may  be  rebutted  by  parol,  or  by  declarations  of  intention      .    .  1042 

ADHERENCE  cannot  revive  a  conditional  will    ....  .    920,     921 

ADJOINING  LANDS  OR  HOUSES  when    entitled  to  mutual  support    145 

ADJUDICATION.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

in  bankruptcy,  judgment  in  rem 1431 

proof  of       V  ...      1320,  1321 

admiss.  and  effect  of     ...    .  1491 

admiss.  and  effect  of  foreign   .    .  1483 

ADJUSTMENT  OF  LOSS,  when  and  how  tar  conclusive  as  an  admission    736 

ADMINISTRATION,  letters  of,  how  proved 392,  393,  1353 

effect  of  foreign          1484 

'          grant  of,  is  ajudgment  in  rem 1431 

how  far  evidence  of  death 1432 

granted  to  child's  effects,  how  far  evidence  that  it  was  bom  alive  1432 

to  next  of  kin  of  woman,  not  evidence  of  her  dying  unmarried    .  1463 

by  diocesan,  how  defeated  before  11th  Jan.  1858 1465 

may  be  defeated  by  showing  intestate  still  alive 1465 

calendars  of  grants  of,  where  deposited  and  how  inspected    .    .    .  1272 

ADMLNISTEATOR  OF  CONVICT'S  PROPERTY     867 
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ADMINISTRATOR,  character  of,  admitted  if  not  denied 297 

but  may  be  disputed  under  general  issue  by  statute 301 

title  of,  how  proved 392,393,  1353 

entitled  by  foreign  letters  cannot  sue  in  this  country 1484 

part   paym.  by  one  does  not  take  debt  out  of  St.  of  Limit,  as  to 

others       657,     658 

nor  does  written  acknowledgment  by  one 656,     657 

how  judgment  to  be  given  and  costs  allowed,  in  such  case  .    .    .  657 

promise  by,  to  pay  out  of  own  estate,  must  be  by  signed  writing    870 
the  consideration  must  appear  expressly  or  impliedly  in  the  writing    871 

judgment  against  intestate,  binding  upon       1442 

admissions  of  intestate,  evidence  against 682 

declarations  by  executor  not  admissible  against  special 682 

admits  assets  by  suffering  judgment  by  default 711 

proof  of  waste  of  assets  by,  what  sufficient '  711 

inventory  exhibited  by,  how  far  evidence  of  assets     ....     736,     737 

ADMIRALTY,  proclamat.,  orders,  and  regulat.  issued  by,  how    proved  1308 

ADMIRALTY,    COURT   OF,  seal  of  old,  for  Engl.    &  Irel.  judicially 

noticed      10 

what  records  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls 1269 

how  such  records  proved 1310 

other  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of,  how  proved 1318 

admissibility  and  effect  of  records  of  old 1430 

of  records  of  foreign    .  1475,  1481 

ADMIRALTY  COURT  ACT,  1861.     (See  Table  St  24  &  25  V.,  c.  10.) 
ADMIRALTY  CT.  OF,  IRELAND  ACT,  1867.    (See  Table  8t.  30  &  31  V.,  c.  114.) 

ADMIRALTY  DIVISION,  attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced  1098 

allowance  to  witnesses  in Appendix 

can  enforce  production  of  documents         1540 

can  compel  parties  to  answer  interrogatories      1540 

may  enforce  discovery,  when 471 

may  order  views 504 

in  actions  in,  affidavit  evidence  may  be  used  .    .        .    .■ 1188 

affidavits,  exons.,  &c.  in,  taken  abroad,  how  proved 18 

seal  of,  for  England  and  Ireland,  judicially  noticed 10 

presumptions  recognised  in ...  234 

rule  of,  in  cases  of  collision 1453 

how  records  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls,  proved  ....    1310 
other  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  how  proved        ....    1318 

docs,  in  cause  in,  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved 18 

to  prove  sentence  of.  What  preliminaries  must  be  put  in    ...    .    1340 

admissibility  and  effect  of  records  of 1430 

ADMISSIBILITY  of  evidence,  question  forjudge 2,  35*— 37 

ADMISSIONS  receivable  as  substitutes  for  ordinary  proof      633 

evidence  respecting,  liable  to  error 88 

distinction  between  admissions  and  concessions.     (See  Confessions)     634 

rules  of  Court  as  to  notices  to  admit.     (See  Notice  to  Admit)        635^639 

decisions  under  former  somewhat  similar  rules     .    .      639 — 642 

caution  required  in  admitting  under  notice 642 

in  County  Courts 643 

whole  must  be  taken  together 643,     652 

judge  should  explain  this  to  jury '     652 

rule  applies  to  written,  as  to  verbal,  admissions 644 

equal  credit  need  not  be  given  to  every  part 643,     644 

old  rule  in  Equity  as  to  reading  whole  of  answer 647 

one  or  more  answers  to  interrog.  may  be  used 648 
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distinct  entries  not  to  be  read 648,  649 

distinct  matters  stated  in  conversation  not  evidence  ....  .      649 

answer  of  opponent  evid.  without  calling  on  him  to  produce  one's 

letter      650 

when  documents  are  referred  to,  in  old  answers  in  Chancery  .    .      651 

of  hearsay,  whether  receivable 652 

will  be  evidence,  though  relating  to  contents  of  documents  381 — 384,653 

this  rule  of  questionable  policy 382 

decision  in  Ireland  concerning 383 

question  whether  it  extends  to  records 383 

or  to  a  confessio  juris  as  well  as  a  confessio  facti  .  .  383 
as  to  doots.  do  not  waive  necessity  of  callingattesting"witn.,  when 384,  1566 
unless  the  execution  of  the  instrument  be  admitted  under  notice  1570 
no  reliance  placed  on  verbal,  not  put  in  issue     ...  .        .      653 

rule  does  not  strictly  extend  to  written 653 

OS  to  persons  whose  admissions  are  receivable: — 

made  by  parties  to  record,  though  made  when  under  age  ....  654 
wide  distinction  between  nominal  and  real  parties  ....  654 
admission  by  former  does  not  bind  latter     ....  .      654 

by  prochein  amy,  or  guardian 654 

by  partner  or  co-obligor 655,  656 

effect  of  written  acknowl.,  or  of  part-payment  by  joint 
debtorouSt.  of  Limit.  (See  Xd.  Tenterderi' s  Act)  532,  656—658 

by  partner,  in  fraud  of  co-partners ...      660 

660 
660 
661 
661 
662 
662 


by  one  of  several  executors,  trustees,  &c 

by  one  having  mere  community  of  interest    ... 

by  executor  of  joint  contractor   .  

by  survivor  of  joint  contractors  ...  

by  inhabitants  of  townships,  &c 

reality  of  joint  interest  must  be  proved    .... 

statement  of  defence  of  co-defendant 663,  664 

answer  to  interrog.  of  co-defendant 663,  664 

by  parties  before  clothed  in  representative  character     .       .      664 

by  persons  interested  in  suit        .  665 

by  voters  in  election  petitions 666 

by  cestui  que  trust,  as  against  trustees  and  others  .  666,  667 

by  strangers  to  suit,  when  receivable 667 

by  persons  referred  to  by  party 668 — 671,  Errata 

tacit  reference  sufficient 669 

whether  conclusive  against  party 671 

by  agent,  how  far  admissible  against  principal 533 — 536 

not  admissible  against  infant  principal 535 

by  wife,  when  receivable  against  herself,  trustees,  or  husband  .  671 
wife's  letters,  when  they  were  admissible  on  bills  of  divorce  673 
wife's  confessions,  how  far  they  were  evid.  In  Eccles.  Cts.    674,  675 

by  wife,  when  binding  on  husband 675,  676 

by  solicitor,  when  binding  on  client     .  676 — 678 

when  not 677,  678 

by  counsel,  when  evidence 678,  679 

by  principal,  when  evidence  against  surety 683 

by  privies.     (See  Privies) 681 — 686 

as  to  the  time  and  circumstances  of  admissions: —     (See  Assignee) 

made  after  declarant  has  assigned  his  interest 687 

oifers  made  without  prejudice  inadmissible 678,  688 

offers  of  compromise,  when  admissible 689 

caution  respecting  overtures  of  compromise 690,  691 

made  under  illegal  constraint,  inadmissible 691 
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ADMISSIONS— con/iBMeei. 

made  under  legal  constraint,  admissible 691 

e.g.,  by  witness  on  oath 691,692 

nature  of  admissions: — 

direct  and  incidental,  same  in  effect 693 

implied  from  assumed  character 693 

recognition  of  official  character  of  others 694 

implied  from  conduct 696 — 700 

from  acquiescence 700 — 702 

not  objecting  to  accounts  sent  by  post 702 

not  answering  a  letter 703 

when  access  to  letters,  &c. ,  raises  presumption  of  acquiescence  in 

contents , 703 

acquiescence  in  statements  made  by  strangers .704 

made  by  party  interested   ....      705 
not  addressed  to  party  .    .  705 
made  on  occasion  when  reply  ex- 
pected . 705 

silence  of  accused  in  judicial  inquiries     ....  .  705,  779 

silence  slight  evidence  of  acquiescence 706 

statem.  in  party's  presence  not  evid. ,  but  his  consequent  de- 
meanour in 707 

effect  of  admissions: 

when  and  how  far  conclusive 707,  708 

1. — ^by  estoppel.     (See  Estopped) 

2.— solemn  judicial 676,677,709,717,1446 

made  by  mistake ...      709,  717 

3. — ^by  pleading,  how  far  conclusive  in  a  subsequent  suit    .    .  710 

in  the  same  suit 712 

by  passing  over  averments  without  denial 712 

when  averments  deemed  to  have  been  denied     .    .        .      715 

averment  must  be  material 712 

material  allegation  not  traversed  cannot  be  disproved  .      713 

demurrer,  effect  of,  in  old  equity  proceedings 714 

4. — by  paying  money  into  Court.     (See  Payment  into  Court)    .    715 — 717 

by  pleading  tender 715 

5. — acted  upon  by  opponent,  how  far  conclusive 718 

illustrations         719 — 728 

may  be  expressed  or  implied 718 

person  concealing  secret  Equity  cannot  afterwards  assert  it  .      720 

man  treating  a  mistress  as  a  wife  .    .  .    .  .  721 

allovping  his  name  to  appear  as  a  partner    .        .  .      721 

infant  representing  himself  as  of  full  age 723 

effect  of  giving  a  wrong  name  to  a  bailiff"        724 

bailees  or  agents  cannot  dispute  tit.  of  bailors  or  principals      727 

acceptance  of  bill,  what  it  admits 728 — 730 

rights  of  revenue  do  not  intervene 729 

indorsement  of  note,  what  it  admits 731 

not  acted  upon  by  others,  admissible,  but  not  conclusive     .    731 — 733 

6. — when  conclusive  on  grounds  of  public  policy .      734 

made  under  oath .      735 

in  deeds.     (See  Estoppel) 735 

in  receipts,  adjustment  of  loss,  accounts  rendered,  &c.     .    .    .      736 
effect  of  exhibiting  inventory  by  executor  or  administrator  736,  737 

verbal,  to  be  received  with  great  caution 232,  738 

deliberate,  satisfactory  evidence 738 

of  plaintiff's  primS,  facie  case,  shifts  right  to  begin.     (See  Onus 

Frobandi) 356,  357 
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effect  of  improper  admission  of  evidence  by  judge    .    .    .1592,  1593 
when  aiid  how  objection  to  admission  of  evid.  should  be  taken  .    1592 

ADULTERATION  of  food,  drink,  or  drugs,  effect  of  certificates  of     .        1400 

in  prosecut.  under  Act  respecting,  deft,  and  wife  admiss.  witn  .    .    1156 

ADULTERY,  in  petition  for  damages  for,  strict  proof  of  marr.  required  191,  514 

admission  by  defendant  of  marriage  not  conclusive  on  defend.  .    .      732 

bad  character  of  wife  admissible  in  mitigation  of  damages        .  334 — 336 

of  plaintiff  admissible  for  same  purpose 335 

evid.  of  mutual  deportment  of  husband  and  wife,  admiss.  .  .  518.  1208 
letters  from  husb.  or  wife  to  each  other  or  to  strangers  admiss.  .  .  518 
but  date  of  letters  must  be  proved  for  fear  of  collusion  .  .  186,  187,  518 
in  suits  by  reason  of,  how  far  wife's  confessions  admis.     .  673 — 675,  745 

parties  and  wives  are  competent  with 1150 

but  not  bound  to  answer  questions  respecting  adultery  1150 

same  law  now  recognised  in  Scotland  .  .    .    1142 

witness  not  bound  to  answer  questions  to  prove  his  adultery  .  .  1142 
how  far  acts  of  adultery  subsequent  to  petition  are  evidence  .  .  321,  332 
where  wife  of  minor  committed,  his  father  allowed  to  sue  as  prochein 

amy 1439 

and  the  minor  will  be  bound  by  the  judgment 1439 

though  the  action  was  brought  without  his  knowledge    .    .    1439 
wife  living  openly  in,  will  not  rebut  presumption  of  legitimacy     .      129 

ADVANCEMENT  for  child,  when  presumed 869 

ADVERSE  ENJOYMENT,  after  what  time  gives  title 95,  96 

ADVERSE  WITNESS.     (See  Hostile  Witness) 

ADVERTISEMENT  in  newspapers,  when  evidence  of  notice 1420 

inference  must  be  raised  aliunde  that  party  has  read  it 1420 

how  this  may  be  done 1421 

in  Gazette,  when  evidence  of  notice  by  statute.     (See  Gazette)  1418,  1420 

ADVOqATE.     (See  Barrister) 

ADVOWSON,  must  be  recovered  within  what  time 95 

title  to,  must  be  evidence  by  deed 835 

AFFIDAVIT,  when  facts  may  be  proved  by 1186,  1187 

what  sufficient,  to  obtain  commission  to  examine  witn.  .  463,  464 
to  obtain  mandamus  for  inspection  of  public  books  1281,1288,  1289 
to  obtain  attachment  of  witn.  for  disobeying  subpoena  .  .  .  1080 
to  bring  up  prisoner,  &c.,  as  a  witn.  by  habeas  corpus  .  1087,  1088 

witn.  must  state  his  own  knowledge,  when ....    1188 

may  state  his  belief  when 1188,  1189 

effect  of  prolixity,  or  scurrility  in 1189 

effect  of  interlineations,  or  erasures  in .    1190 

cannot  be  sworn  before  a  solicitor  on  record 1191 

his  clerk  or  agent .    1191 

deponent  liable  to  cross-examination 1188 

his  description  and  place  of  abode  must  be  stated 1189 

if  blind  or  illiterate,  what  jurat  must  contain 1190 

how  to  be  made  in  case  of  a  company 1536 

when  party  by  using,  makes  contents  admissible  against  himself  .  670 
when  party  bound  by  incidental  statements  in  his  own  ....  691 — 693 
when  admissible  as  a  confession,  in  criminal  proceedings  ....  774 
can  it  prove  sickness  of  witn.  whose  deposition  is  tendered  in  evid.?    468 

if  used  as  an  admission,  whole  must  be  read 645 
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how  proved  on  indictments  of  perjury  respecting 1311,  1312 

who  entitled  to  talie  in  Engl 1190 

sworn  abroad,  how  authenticated  and  when  admiss.  16 — 18, 1332 — 1334 
sworn  before  diplomatic  or  consular  agent,  how  proved   .        ...  16,  17 

sworn  in  any  colony,  how  proved  .  17,  18 

rules,  respecting,  in  force  in  bankruptcy  Cts 1191 

how  sworn  in  bankruptcy,  and  how  proved  . 1320,  1322 

not  duly  taken,  will  be  rejected 423 

of  witness  dying  before  cross-exam,  admitted 1256 

of  documents.     (See  Discovery) 

AFFILIATION,  in  case  of,  mother  must  be  corroborated 827 

can  she  be  cross-exed.  and  contradicted  as  to  immoral  conduct?    .  1232 

putative  father  competent  witness 1154 

dismissal  of  one  application  by  petty  sess.,  no  bar  to  a  second    .    .  1495 

but  order  of  quarter  sess.  respecting,  when  final 1495,  1496 

AFFIRMATION,  when  allowed  instead  of  oath 1176—1181 

AFFIRMATIVE.     (See  Onus  Probandi) 341 

AFFRAY,  must  be  alleged  and  proved  to  be  in  a  public  place 277 

AGE.     (See /«/Vm<)  proof  of 565—568,615,  1507 

onus  of  proving,  when  shifted  by  statute 352 

of  absent  person,  may  accelerate  presumption  of  his  death  ....  220 
of  Jew,  not  provable  by  ent.  of  circumis.  in  book  of  dead  rabbi  615,  1355 
proof  and  effect  of  certific.  of,  under  Factories'  Acts 352,  1400 

AGENT,  presump.  of  continuance  of  agency 214 

when  principal  criminally  responsible  for  acts  of  .    .    .  135, 136, 778,  779 

civilly  responsible  for  acts  of 778,  779 

when  presumed  not  to  act  for  foreign  principal 205 

holding  documents  of  principal,  need  not  be  subpoenaed,  when  .    .      407 

when  he  must  be  appointed  by  deed 845 

how  appointed  to  execute  deeds  under  Companies  Act,  1862  .    .  847,  848 

how  appointed  to  act  for  creditor  in  bankruptcy 942 

what  documents  he  cannot  sign  for  principal 946 

what  documents  he  must  be  authorised  In  writing  to  sign  .  854,  857,  947 
what  documents  he  may  sign,  if  appointed  by  parol  ....  657,  870,  947 

a  man  may  sign  as  agent  and  principal  by  one  signature 948 

an  intention  to  do  so  may  be  proved  by  parol  evid 949 

one  party  to  a  contract  cannot  sign  for  the  other  party  as  his  agent  871 
acts  &  decltions,  of,  whenadmisss.  agst.  prin.  as  part  of  res  gestae  533 — 536 

must  be  within  scope  of  his  authority .  535,  536 

unauthorised  acts  of,  when  ratified  by  principal 947 

when  principal  cannot  ratify  by  parol  .    .  535,  845 
admissions  by,  how  far  admissible 533—536 

not  admissible  against  infant  principle 535 

when  not  bound  to  produce  principal's  title-deeds        791 

entries  against  interest  by  deceased,  admissible 598 

how  far  necessary  to  prove  agency  in  such  cases 599 

^warrants  that  he  is  authorised  to  bind  principal 1009 

liable  for  breach  of  warr.  if  he  contracts  without  authority  .  .  .  1009 
when  he  cannot  avoid  personal  liability  by  provmg  his  character  982,  983 
when  principal  may  sue  or  be  sued  on  written  contract  made  by  .      982 

when  estopped  from  denying  title  of  principal 727 

cannot  be  convict,  of  embez.  if  he  has  disclosed  offence  on  oath  .  .  1245 
judgm.  against  principle  for  neglig.  of,  no  evid.  against  agent  of  his 

misconduct 1422 

but  evid.  of  amount  of  damages  awarded  against  principla  1422 
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AGENT — continued. 

when  wife  regarded  as  husband's  agent 210,  211,  535,  675,  676 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  from  principal  to 173 

AGGRAVATION,  matter  of,  need  not  be  proved 269 

of  damages,  plaintiif's  good  character  usually  inadmissible  in  .    .      338 
AGREEMENT.     (See  Contract) 

AGRICULT.  HOLDINGS  ACT, Eng.,  1883.  (See  Table  Stat.  46.&  47  V.c.  61) 

notice  to  quit  under 49 

notices  under,  may  be  sent  by  post,  when 199 

ALIBI,  acts  of  prisoner,  though  indictable,  admissible  to  rebut  .   .    .  318,  319 

ALIEN,  declon.  and  certif.  of  naturaliz.,  how  proved 1391 

ALIENATION  OFFICE,  records  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls  .    1269 
ALLEGATIONS,  evidence  must  correspond  with.     (See  Variance)  .    .    .      233 

substance  of  issue  need  alone  be  proved 233 

immaterial,  need  not  be  proved 262,  263 

surplusage,  definition  and  instances  of 262 — 269 

distinction  between  unnecessary,  and  needlessly  pai-ticular  .    .  266 — 268 

cumulative,  immaterial  in  criminal  cases 269 — 273 

several  intents — compound  intents  in  indictments  .        .    .    .      271 

how  far  intent  must  be  proved  as  alleged 272,  273 

cumulative,  immaterial  in  civil  cases 274 

formal,  need  not  be  proved 274 

e.  g.  of  place 274,  275,  277 

local  offences 276,  277 

of  time 274,278 

of  number  and  value 274,  278—280 

of  quality,  as  mode  of  killing 274,  281 

essentially  descriptive,  must  be  proved  as  laid 282 

what  are.     (See  Variance) 282 — 288 

effect  of  passing  over,  in  pleading  without  denial.    (See  Admissions)    712 

ALLOWANCE  TO  WITNESSES  in  all  Div.  of  Supreme  Ct.  .    .  1056,  Appendix 

on  trial  of  election  petitions 1056 

in  Bankruptcy  Courts  ....  1056,  Appendix 

in  County  Courts 1056,  Appendix 

in  Criminal  Courts 1065—1071 

special  allowed  in  certain  cases  ....    1057 

ALMANAC,  judge  will  refresh  his  memory  by 27 

entry  in,  made  by  relative,  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree    .    .      572 
ALTERATION,  interlin.  Aobliter.  in  wills,  effect  of,  under  Will  Act  .  180,  918 

in  will,  presumed  made  after  execution 180,  968 

in  deed,  presumed  made  before  execution 181,  1547 

in  other  instruments,  no  presumption  as  to  when  made 1547 

unless  noted  in  attestation  clause 1547 

jury  must  determine  the  question  on  proof 1547 

of  instrument  must  be  explained  by  party  tendering  it,  if  called  upon 

to  do  so  by  issues  raised   ...  1547 

objection  on  ground  of,  waived  by  admission  under  notice  .  .  .639,640 
material  alterations  in  instruments  after  execution,  when  fatal  .  .  1548 
rule  extends  to  all  instruments,  constituting  evidence  of  contracts  .  1548 

reason  for  rule 1548 

what  are  material  alterations  generally 1549,  1550 

what  are  not  material  alterations  generally 1550, 1551 
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what  are  material  or  immaterial  with  reference  to  stamp  laws  .    .    .    1550 
rule  only  applies  where  party  seeks  to  enforce  instrument  or  derives 

an  interest  under  it 1551 — 1544 

in  such  cases,  alteration  fatal,  though  made  by  stranger 1554 

does  rule  apply  where  instrum.  altered  when  out  of  party's  custody?  1555 

rule  applies  to  cases  of  accidental  spoliation 1555 

this  rule  unjust    ....  1555 

contrary  rule  in  America _.....    1555,  1556 

eflfectof  immaterial  alteration  by  obligee  .    .        .'  .    .    .  ...    1557 

alteration  only  fatal,  if  made  after  completion  of  instrument  .    .    .    1557 
when  policies  of  assur. ,  compos,  deeds,  and  settlements  are  complete  1558 

when  negotiable  securities  are  complete 1558,  1559 

when  other  instruments  are  complete 1559 

instruments  delivered  as  escrows 1559,  1560 

where  grantor  has  parted  with  all  control  over  deed 1560 

where  instrument  executed  in  blank ...    1560 — 1563 

of  written  agreements  by  oral  ones,  effect  of     (See  Parol  Evid.)  963 — 985 

ALTERNATIVE  RELIEF,  when  plff.  may  ask  for 237 

AMBASSADOR  may  administer  oaths,  and  do  notarial' acts,  when  ....  1 333 

affidavits  sworn  before,  how  proved 16,  17 

when  admissible       1334 

marriage  registers  kept  by,  at  Paris,  inadmissible 1356 

declarations  of  war,  transmitted  by,  to  Sec.  of  State,  effect  of    .        .  1418 

of  foreign  country  in  Engl.,  can  he  certify  as  to  foreign  law?     .    .  1517 

AMBIGUITIES,  distinction  between  latent  and  patent 1030, 1031 

explained  by  declarat.  of  intention  when.  (See  Parol  Evidence)  1026 — 1042 
by  parol  evidence,  when.     (See  Parol  Evidence) 

AMENDMENT,  when  allowable.     (See  Variance) 235 — 261 

powers  of,  should  be  liberally  exercised   .    .    "    ' 240,  261 

of  proceedings,  by  Court  of  Appeal 1594 

under  9  G.  4,  c.  15 235 

under  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  43 .'.'.'      235 

under  Com.  Law  Proc.  Acts,  1852,  1854,  1860 235 

under  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and  1875 235 

under  Sup.  Court  Rules,  1883 235,  236 

respectingmisjoinderand  nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  .  .  .  .236,237 
misjoinder  or  nonjoinder  of  defendants  .    .    .    .236,237 

where  pleadings  may  be  amended 238 — 240,  Errata 

decisions  on  the  subject  under  the  rules  of  1875 241,242 

decisionson  the  subject  under  the  old  law 243 — 252 

when  to  be  made 238,  239,  252 

cost  of 240,  253,  254 

when  costs  of,  must  be  borne  by  party  making 240 

on  revenue  side  of  Queen's  Bench  Div 236  254 

of  civil  proceedings  on  Crown  side  of  Q.  B.  Div 236',  254 

of  proceedings  for  divorce  or  other  mat.  caused 236,'  254 

in  Court  of  Bankruptcy  as  part  of  Supreme  Ct 254 

in  County  Courts  having  bankruptcy  jurisdiction 254 

in  County  Courts     " 254  255 

in  misdemeanor,  variance  between  record  and  written  ev.  amendable  '  256 

extended  to  felonies 256  257 

in  Civil  Bill  Courts  in  Ireland 255'  256 

in  summmary  proceedings  in  Scotland     . ' '.'..'  257 

in  courts  of  Qr.  Sess.  in  Ir !..!!!!      257 
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in  criminal  proceedings  under  Ld.  Campbell's  Act 257 — 260 

decisions  on  the  subject 259,  260 

former  dread  of  amending  indictments 261 

this  dread  erroneous , ...      261 

powers  of  Court  of  Appeal  respecting.     (See  Appeal,  Court  of) 

AMENDS,  payment  of  money  into  Court  by  way  of,  in  liable,  when  .  715,  716 
*  in   action  against  person   acting  under 

Stat 302,  303,  716,  717 

AMERICA.     (See  United  States) 

ANALYSTS,  effect  of  certifi.  of  adulterat.  given  by 1400 

ANCESTOE,  when  declarations  of,  admissible  against  heir 682 

estoppels  by,  binding  on  heir 113 

judgment  for  or  against,  binding  on  heir 1442 

'  ANCIENT  POSSESSION,  what  hearsay  admiss.  in  support  of,  and  why    580 
ancient  documents  purporting  to  be  part  of  transaction,  admissible    580 

must  be  proved  to  be  genuine ...      580 

must  come  from  proper  custody 581 

meaning  of  proper  custody  illustrated 581 — 584 

when  custody  must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence     .    .    .  584,  585 

need  not  be  shown  to  have  been  acted  upon 585 

without  such  proof,  entitled  to  little  weight 585 

ANCIENT  "WRITINGS,  presumptions  in  favour  ot Ill,  586,  587 

thirty  years  old,  requiring  no  proof Ill,  1588 

does  this  rule  apply  to  deeds  of  corporations  ? 112 

attesting  witnesses  need  not  be  called 1567 

explainable  by  parol  and  by  experts 98'6 

by  acts  of  author,  and  by  contemporaneous  usage  .    .    1024 
whenevid.  in  support  of  ancient  possess.  (See  Ancient  Possession)  580 — 587 

copies  and  extracts  of,  when  admissible .    .      549 

handwriting  ot,  how  proved  in  pedigree  cases 1588,  1589 

though  mutilated,  admissible,  if  coming  from  proper  custody    .    .    1563 

date  of,  may  be  proved  by  experts 1209,  1589,  1590 

records,  when  evid.,vrithout  proof  of  commiss.,  &c.,  on  which  founded  1345 

ANIMAL  named  in  indictment,  presumed  to  be  alive 267 

ANIMUS.     (See  Intention.) 

ANNEXING  INCIDENTS,  by  usage.     (See  Parol  Evidence)  ....    992—996 

by  law-merchant 996 

with  respect  to  marine  insurance 997 

by  common  law 998 

with  respect  to  carriers'  contracts 998 

to  supply  of  articles  for  particular  purposes     .  999 

to  sale  of  estates .    .  1000 

to  demises  of  real  property 1001 

to  letting  ready-furnished  houses 1002 

to  the  sale  of  specific  ascertained  chatties  1003 — 1005 
to  executory  contracts  of  sale  of  unascertained 

chatties 1003 

doctrine  of  caveat  emptor 1004 

to  the  sale  of  articles  bearing  trade  marks  .    .  1006 

to  the  sale  of  patents 1006 

to  relationship  of  master  and  servant    ....  1006 

with  respect  to  relationship  of  seaman  and  shipowner  .    .    .  1007 
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ANNEXING  mClDB'NTS— continued. 

with  respect  to  contracts  made  by  agents 1009 

to  contracts  by  skilled  artisans  and  artists  .    .  1008 

to  contracts  to  perform  personal  services  .    .    .  1008 

to  deposits  of  goods  as  security  for  a  loan   .    .  1009 

ANNUITIES,  presumption  as  to  abatement  of 182 

as  to  period  of 183 

as  to  the  apportionment  of 177 

ANSWERS.     (See  Anmoer  in  Chancery,  Interrogatories.) 

to  inquiries  when  admiss.  in  cases  of  search  for  writings 399 

for  witnesses  .  430,  468,  514 
for  attesting  witn.  .        1575 

to  prove  that  bankrupt  has  denied  himself 514 

of  witness,  what  cannot  be  enforced.     (See  Witnesses)     .    .     1242 — 1244 
what  are  excluded  on  grounds  of  public  policy.     (See 

Privileged  Communications) 781 — 818 

to  irrelevant  questions  conclusive ,   .    1227 — 1229 

to  relevant  questions,  may  be  contradicted     .    .    .  1228,  1235 
what  are,  or  are  not,  relevant  questions   ....    1229 — 1235 

ANSWER  IN  CHANCERY,  as  admission,  whole  had  to  be  read  to  jury  644,  645 
even  in  case  of  second  answer  having  been  put  in  .  .  644 
defendant  might  also  have  had  whole  bill  read  .    .    .      644 

old  rule  in  Equity  as  td  reading  whole  of 646 

what  preliminaries  must  be  proved  before  giving  evid.  of  ...    .    1340 

admissibility  and  effect  of,  as  evid.  against  deft 644,  735,  1493 

in  criminal  proceedings    .    774,  1245 

for  defendant 828 

as  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .      574 

used  to  be  put  in,  on  oath  of  defendant 1493 

by  a  peer  upon  protest,  of  honour 1173, 1174 

by  husb.  and  wife,  not  evid.  agt.  wife,  after  husband's  death    .  664,  665 

except  when  it  relates  to  her  seperate  estate,  .    .    .  664,  665 

by  guardian,  not  evid.  against  infant  in  another  suit 665 

ANTE  LITEM  MOTAM.     (See  Lis  Mota) 554—559 

ANTICIPATION,  when  evidence  of  usage  may  be  given  by 1012 

ANTIQUARY  may  give  opinion  as  to  date  of  ancient  writing  .   .    .    573, 1219 

APARTMENTS.     (See  Furnished  Apartments) 

APOTHECARY,  (See  Medical  Man)  certificate  granted  to,  how  proved  .  1398 
in  pen.  act.  agt.  forpractis.  without  cert.  def.  must  prove  that  he  has  one  354 
warrants,  possession  of  competent  skill 1008 

APPEAL,  notice  of,  from  decision  of  revising  barrister,  how  signed    .    .      943 
to  quarter  sess. ,  how  signed,  and  what  it  must  contain    943 

against  removal  of  pauper,  how  signed 943,  944 

statement  of  grounds  of,  against  removal  of  pauper,  how  signed,  when 

served,  and  what  it  must  contain 943,  944 

pendency  of,  does  not  prevent  j  udgment  from  operating  as  a  bar  .    .    1472 
on  hearing  of,  in  Equity,  appell.  used  to  begin 355 

APPEAL,  COURT  OF,  will  seldom  reverse  decision  of  court  below  on  a 

question  of  amendment 1594 

or  of  a  judge  on  fact 1594 

where  further  evidence  may  be  adduced  before 1595 

meaning  of  further  evidence 1595 

APPOINTMENT  to  office,  presumption  of,  from  acting 187—193 
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APPOINTMENT  to  office  need  not  in  gen.  be  produced,  although  in  writ- 

J^S    • 189,  421 

of  guardian  to  child  by  father,  must  be  by  attested  deed  .    .        .  949,  1565 

by  ■will,  how  to  be  executed qqo 

not  revoked  by  marriage,  when 912 

of  new  trustees,  of  property  conveyed  for  religious  purposes,  must  be 
by  attested  deed 949   1565 

APPORTIONMENT,  presumption  respecting 177,  Errata 

APPEENTICESHIP,  presumption  as  to  parish  indentures  of 165 

terminated  by  death  or  permanent  illness 1008 

indenture  of,  to  sea-service  must  be  attested  by  Js 940,  941 

to  sea-iishing  service,  what  required 940 

may  be  proved  without  calling  attesting  witness  .    .    1565 
contents  of  lost  indenture  of,  when  proved     ....      399 
proper  custody  of  expired  indenture  of  .    .    .  399,  400,  402 
APPROVER.     (See  Accomplice,  Informer) 

APPROVEMENT  of  waste  by  lord,  presumption  respecting 147 

ARBITRATION.     (See  Award) 

under  Councils  of  Conciliat.  Act,  1867 1109 

ARBITRATOR  not  bound  to  disclose  grounds  of  award 808 

may  be  asked  questions  to  show  want  of  jurisd 808 

admissions  before,  receivable  in  subsequent  trial 690 

attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced 1108 

witnesses,  &c.,  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest 1130 

may  examin  witn.  under  Councils  of  Conciliation  Act,  1867,  on  oath  1109 
ARCHES,  Court  of.     (See  Ecclesiastical  Courts) 

ARMORIAL  BEARINGS,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree 578 

but  are  of  little  value  unless  ancient 579 

should  be  explained  by  officer  of  Heralds  College 579 

ARMY.     (See  Articles  of  War,  Court-Martial,  Soldier) 
ARMY  ACT.  1881  (See  Tab.  St.,  44  &  45  Vict.  c.  58) 

rules  of  procedure  under,  jud.  noticed 5 

limitation  of  legal  proceedings  in  respect  of  acts  done  under     .    .        94 

limitation  respecting  cts. -martial  under 100 

articles  of  war  judicially  noticed 5,  1309 

prisoners  on  cts. -mart,  under,  maybe  convicted  of  less  offence  than 

that  charged 273 

as  to  enforcing  attendance  of  witn.  before  cts. -martial     .    .    .  1098,  1099 

as  to  certificates  of  previous  conviction  or  acquittal 1385 

persons  charged  under,  with  purchasing  from  soldiers  or  possessing 

regimental  stores,  must  prove  innocence 351 

I  payment  into  Ct.  under 717 

proceedings  of  cts. -martial,  how  proved 1324 

orders  made  under,  by  commanding  off.,  how  proved 1361 

documents  provable  by  certified  copies  und^r 1374 

proof  and  admis.  of  army  list  and  gazette  under 1399 

attend,  of  witn.  in  custody  enforced  before  cts. -martial,  when  .    .    1089 

copy  of  trial  by  cts. -martial,  when  demandable 1276 

ARMY  LIST,  proof  and  admissibility  of 1399 

ARRANGEMENT,  property  of  debtor  under  scheme  of,  vests  in  trustee      866 
ARREST,  witn.,  parties,  barristers  &  solic,  when  protected  from     1126 — 1136 

eundo,  morando,  et  redeundo 1126 

rule  interpreted  liberally •  .    .    .    1127 

subpoena  not  necessary  to  protect  witness  from 1126 

instances  of  protection  and  of  non-protection 1127,  1128 
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rule  does  not  protect  against  criminal  process 1129 

does  it  protect  against  Cy.  Ct.  war.  of  commitment? 1129 

1                                                 or  writ  of  commission  of  rebellion?  .    .        .  1129 

parties  &  witn.  protected  if  attending  before  a  lawful  tribunal  .    .  1130 

instances 1130 

witness  protected  while  attending  before  magistrate,  when        .  1131 

common  informer  not  protected,  when     .            ,    .                   .        .  1131 

barrister,  how  far  protected 1131 

party  discharged  from  illegal  civil  process,  privileged  redeundo   .  1132. 

discharge  from  criminal  process  affords  no  protection 1132 

to  whom  persons  arrested  should  apply  for  discharge        .    .    1132 — 1134 

within  what  time  motion  should  be  made    ....                   .    .  1134 

how  far  witness  may  waive  protection  .    .    .           ...               .    .  1134 

privilege  that  of  the  court,  not  of  the  person  arrested  .    .    .           .  1134 

arrest  of  witness  no  ground  for  action 1135 

party  arresting  witness  maliciously,  liable  to  attachment   .      1135,  1138 
fact  and  time  of,  whether  provable  by  certificate  of  deceased  sheriff's 

officer  returned  in  course  of  business    .           ...           ....  618 

place  of,  not  provable  in  this  manner 618 

when  M.  P.  entitled  to  freedom  from   ....               49 

AEREST  OF  JUDGMENT,  on  application  for,  what  presump.  will  be  re- 
cognised          ...  ...      109 

AESO-N,  on  indict,  for,  with  intent  to  defr.  insur.,  policy  best  ev.  of  insur.  387 

notice  to  produce  policy  must  be  given ■ .        .....  416 

when  criminal  intent  presumed .    .  104 

is  a  local  oflence,  when  .  276 

ARTICLES  OF  MANUFACTURE.     (See  Designs) 

AETICLES  OF  THE  PEACE  maybe  exhibited  by  wife  against  husband  1165 

ARTICLES  OF  WAR  judicially  noticed 4,  1309 

offences  against,  must  be  tried  within  what  time 100 

ARTIST  warrants  possession  of  competent  skill .    .    1008 

contract  by,  terminated  by  death  . 1008, 1009 

non-complet.  of,  excused  by  illness    .        ...  .    1009 

ASSAULT,  party  charged  with  certain  felonies  might  have  been  convicted 

of 272 

this  statutable  law  repealed 272 

party  ch!^rged  with  robbery,  may  be  convicted  of,  with  intent  to  rob  273 

acquittal  on  charge  of  robbery,  bar  to  indict,  for,  with  intent  to  rob  1460 

acquit,  on  charge  of  rape,  no  bar  to  indict,  for,  with  int.  to  rape  .  1458 
summary  convict,  for  aggrav.  on  woman  or  child,  bar  to  future 

proceed 1461 

conviction  for,  to  be  a  bar  to  future  proceedings,  how  proved     .    .  1462 

summary  conviction  for,  no  bar  to  indictment  for  manslaughter   .  1462 

on  trial  of  aggravated,  what  costs  of  witn.  may  be  allowed  .        .  1062 

several  may  be  included  in  one  indictment 315 

in  indictment  for,  upon  wife,  wife  comp.  witn.  agst.  husband  .    .  1165 

married  women  may  be  convieted  of 210 

proof  and  admissibility  of  certificate  of  dismissal  of  charge  for   1386,  1387 

depositions  taken  on  charge  for,  admissible  on  trial  for  murder     .  425 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be.  brought 92 

indecent,  cannot  be  justified  by  proof  of  consent  of  girl  under  13    .  127 

ASSENT  of  executor  to  legacy,  question  for  jury 58 

ASSETS,  admitted  by  exor.  or  admor.,  who  suffers  judgment  by  default  711 

howfar  admitted  by  exhibiting  inventory 736,737 
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ASSETS— cor.tinueii. 

how  far  admitted  by  probate  stamp 737 

waste  of,  how  proved  when  devastavit  suggested       .  711,  712 

of  wife,  when  conclusively  admitted  by  hush.    .    .  715 

ASSIGNEE,  admissions  made  by  assignor,  when  evidence  against  .      684 

inadmissible ifmade  after assignmentof interest  687,  688 
judgment  against  assignor,  when  evidence  against 1442 

ASSIGNMENTS  under8&  9  v.,  c.  106,  must  be  by  deed 851 

of  incorporeal  rights  must  be  by  deed 835 

of  debts  and  choses  in  action  must  be  by  signed  writing  and  notice     849 
under  Policies  of  Marine  Ass.  Act,  1868,  may  be  indorsed  on  policy    851 

of  copyright  must  be  in  writing .    ,      849 

of  copyright  need  not  be  attested  by  two  witnesses 949 

of  bail  bonds  must  be  attested  by  two  witnesses 949,  1565 

of  judgments  in  Ireland,  how  proved        1409 

by  oper.  of  law  in  cases  of  heirs,  admors.,  exors.  deson  tort,  &  wives  865, 866 
in  cases  of  bankrupts,  debtors,  and  convicts  ....      866 

ASSIZES,  Courts  judicially  notice  length  of 26 

what  is  proof  of  date  of 109 

ASSUMPTION  ot  character,  what  admissions  implied  from   .  .  693 

ASSUEANCE.     (See  Insurance,  BegistraUon) 

ATHEISTS,  competent  witnesses.     (See  Competency) 1175—1177 

ATTACHMENT.     (See  Foreign  Attachment) 

witness  disobeying  subpoena  liable  to.   (See  Attend,  of  Witn.)  1079 — 1082 
a  judge  at  chambers  may  order  writ  of,  to  issue    .    .  ....  Errata 

of  debt,  owing  from  garnishee,  effect  of 1444,  1445 

rule  for,  not  absolute  in  first  instance 1082 

disobedience  of  what  orders,  enforced  by .    .    1539 

ATTEMPT,  prisoner  charged  with  any  crime  may  be  convicted  of  .  .  272,  273 
acquittal  on  charge  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  bar  to  indict,  for  1460 
to  commit  felony,  on  trial  for,  costs  of  witn.  may  be  allowed  .    .    .    1062 

ATTENDANCE  OF  WITNESSES,  lum enforcedly  recognizance   .    .  1047—1050 

usual  mode  in  criminal  cases 1047 

not  confined  to  witnesses  for  Crown 1049 

witness  may  be  bound  over  by  committing  magistrate  or  coroner  .    1048 

if  he  refuses  to  be  bound  he  may  be  committed 1049 

how  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman  or  infant 1049 

not  confined  to  proceedings  by  indictment 1049 

but  adopted  by  various  statutes,  where  appeal  to  sessions  allowed    1049 
c.  g.,  acts  regulating  the  punishment  of  rogues  and  vagabonds  .    .    1050 

other  instances  of  statutes 1050 

how  enforced  by  subpoena  ad  testeficandum: 1051 

if  required  to  produce  books,  writings,  &c.,  by  subpoena  duces  tecum  1051 

subpoena  suffices  only  for  one  sitting  or  term 1052 

if  writ  altered,  it  must  be  resealed 1052 

time  of  service  of  subpoena 1052,  1053 

whether  reasonable,  question  forjudge 1054 

rule  in  United  States  as  to  time  of  service 1054 

when  witness  in  court  cannotobjectthathehasnot  been  subpcenaed  1053 
if  not  properly  served  witness  may  object  to  be  examined   ....    1053 

manner  of  service  of  subpoena 1054 

writ  may  include  names  of  three  witnesses  or  more 1052 
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ATTENDANCE  OF  WITNESSES— eonftreaedr. 

subp.  due.  te.  can  coutain  only  three  names       ]  052 

what  writ  of  subpoena  must  state   .  1055 

copy  served  personally,  and  original  writ  shown    ...  ...    1054 

effect  of  variance  between  copy  and  original 1055 

tender  of  expenses  required  in  civil  cases       1055 

allowance  to  witness.     (See  Allowance  to  Witnesses.) 

special  allowance  to  witnesses  under  certain  circes.  .    .  ...    1057 

tender  should  be  made  when  subpoena  served 1058 

if  witness  married  woman,  expenses  should  be  tendered  to  her  .    .    1058 
expenses  of  witness  subpoenaed  by  both  parties         .  ....    1058 

effect  of  witness  waiving  demand  of  expenses     ...  .    .    1058 

when  witness  can  sue  for  his  costs  and  charges       1059 

when  conduct  money  recoverable  back  as  money  had  and  received  1059 

no  tender  of  expenses  in  Crown  cases  necessary: 1060 

though  indictment  removed  by  certiorari  and  tried' at  Nisi  Prius  .    1060 

exception  in  favour  of  witnesses  living  in  Scotland  or  Ireland  1060 

Ct.  may  grant  prosecutor  and  witness  their  expenses  in  all  felonies  1060 

except  certain  felonies  under  11  &  12  V.,  c.  12  .    .    .    1061 

and  in  most  serious  misdemeanors   ....  ...  1062 — 1064 

in  offences  against  the  coin  under  24  &  25  V.,  c.  99,  when  .    1064 

when  the  above  rule  is  inapplicable .    .    1064 

what  "  expenses  "  mean  .1060 — 1065 

scale  of  costs  allowed  by  Secretary  of  State 1065-^1071 

this  scale  illiberal  and  impolitic 1068 

court  may  reward  activity  in  apprehending 'some  felons    .    .  10S9 — 1073 
petty  sessions  may  grant  expenses  of  prosecution  when  they  deal 

with  petty  larcenies  summarily .    .    1073 

pris  mer  may  compel  attendance  of  witnesses  by  subpoena       .    .    .    1074 

prisoner's  witnesses,  when  allowed  costs 1074 

writs  of  subpoena  of  no  force  beyond  jurisdiction  of  court    .    .  1076 

this  rule  inconvenient 1078 

Central  Office  subpoenas  may  issue  to  any  part  of  England  .  1079 

within  what  limits  subpoenas  in  force  in  America  .  .    1078 

subpoenas  to  witnesses  in  Scotland  or  Ireland  in  crim.  cases    .    .    .    1076 

in  civil  cases  tried  in  sup.  ctsof  law  1076 — 1078 

similar  powers  should  be  granted  to  other  courts       .  ...    1078 

expensesof  witn.  allowed  in  certain  prosec.  before  examining  Justices  1073 

certified  by magist.,  and  allowed  by  Qr.  Sess.     .        .    .    1073 

of  prisoner's  witnesses  appearingon  recog.  to  be  paid,  when  1074 

of  accused  and  his  witn.  if  acquitted,  when  allowed  .    .    .    1075 

disobedience  of  siibpcena,  renders  witness  liable: — 

1.  to  attachment,  when  ...  ....  ....  1079 — 1082 

jury  need  not  be  sworn 1079 

case  of  contempt  must  be  clear ...    1079 

what  affidavit  must  disclose 1080 

immateriality  of  testimony,  test  of  wilful  misconduct  .  .  1080 
duty  of  attending  court  paramount  to  duty  to  master  .  1081 
attachment  only  lies  on  disobeying  subpoena  from  sup.  ct.  1081 
disobedience  of  subpcena  granted  by  Clerk  of  Assize  or  Clerk 

of  the  Peace,  punishable  by  fine  or  indictment   .    .    .    1081 
suggestions  to  improve  law  as  to  subpoenas         .    .    .  1078,  1082 

rule  for  attachment  never  absolute  at  first 1082 

witn.refusingto  besworn,ortogive  evid., guilty  ofcontempt  1083 

2.  to  action  of  debt,  under  5  El. ,  c.  9  1083 

3.  to  action  for  damages .    .        .    .    1083 

what  necessary  to  prove  in  such  action 1083,  1084 
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attend,  of  witness  in  custody,  enforced  by  habeas  corpus,  when     1084 — 1089 

granting  of  this  writ,  where  regulated  by  Stat 1084 

application  made  to  judge  at  chambers 1085 

what  affidavit  should  state  .  1085 

whether  statutes  apply  to  prisoners  for  treason  or  cf  war      1086 
common-law  power  of  granting  writs  of  habeas  corpus  ad  test.  .    .    1086 

in  cases  of  lunatics 1087 

where  witness  is  in  military  or  naval  service  ....  1087 

in  other  cases  .  1087 

attend,  of  witness  in  custody  enforced  by  order  of  Judge,  when    .    1088 

in  Ireland,  when     .    .  .    .  1089 

in  County  Cts.,  when .    .    1089 

enforcing  attendance  of  witnesses  in  particular  courts : —       .    .        .1089 — 1125 

before  Examiners  of  High  Court 459,  460,  1089 

before  Chief  Clerk  of  Judge  in  Chancery  Division  .        .    .        .    1090 

before  Taxing  Officers  of  Sup.  Ct 1090 

before  the  Court  under  "  Companies  Act,  1862  "         .    .  .    1091 

before  Ct.  for  trial  of  parliam.  or  munic.  election  petitions  .    .    1092 
before  House  of  Lords,  or  Lord's  committees  .       .    y  .       .        1093 

before  House  of  Commons 1094 

before  select  committees  of  Commons    ...  ...    1095 

before  judicial  committee  of  Privy  Council  .  1096 

before  Ct.  of  Appeal  in  Chan,  in  Irel 1096 

before  Probate  Divisions  for  Engl,  or  Irel 1096 

before  Divorce  Division  in  Engl.        .    .  1096 

before  Mat.  Division  in  Irel.  ■ .    .  .       .       .    .  1097 

before  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  &c 1097 

before  the  judge  under  "  Public  Worship  Regul.  Act,  1874,"      1098 

before  Admiralty  Division 1098 

before  Courts-martial 1098,  1099 

before  Court  of  the  Stannaries 1100 

before  Chancery  Court  of  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  .    1101 

before  Barmote  Courts  in  Derbyshire 1101 

before  Land  Judges,  Irel.,  and  Ir.  Land  Commiss.    .    .    .  1101 

before  coroners 1102 

attend,  of  medical  witnesses,  how  enforced  .  .       .    .    1102 

remuneration  granted  to  medical  witnesses 1102 

before  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 1103—1106 

by  subpoena,  when .  .    .    1103 

by  summons  and  warrant,  when 1104,  1105 

doubts  respecting  such  summons  and  warrant  .  1105,  1106 

summoning  debtor  or  wife  .    1104 

before  County  Courts •  .  .    .  1106,  1107 

before  revising  barristers  ....  ...  1108 

before  arbitrators  or  referees ....  1108 

before  Councils  of  Conciliation ^  1109 

before  registrar  of  Friendly  Societies .        1109 

before  registrar  under  Land  Transfer  Act 1110 

before  Commis;  to  exam,  witn.,  acting  in  England    ....        1110 

acting  in  Ireland  or  Scotland  .    1111 

in  aid  of  civil  suits  in  Foreign  Courts  .    1114 

of  criminal  proceed,  in  Foreign  Courts  1116 

if  not  of  a  political  nature  .    .    .    1116 

before  Commiss.  in  aid  of  any  legal  proceed,  in  Colonial  Cts.  1115 

before  Indian  or  Colonial  Judges,  acting  as  Commiss 1110 
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ATTENDANCE  OF  WITNESSES— continued. 

before  Quarter  Sessions  .  .        .  .  1048 

when  by  recognizance ....  1048 — 1050 

when  by  subpoena     ....  ...  1051,  1078 

before  inferior  courts  in  Scotland    ...  1116 

before  Justices .        .    .  IHC — 1121 

when  by  summons  and  warrant        1116 — 1120 

.   when  by  summons  and  fine  .    .  ....  1121 

when  by  Central  Office  subpoena     .    .  1121 

before  Criminal  Courts  in  Ireland,  by  summons  and  £ne     .    .    1122 

under  Prevent,  of  Crime,  Irel.  Act,  1882  1122 

before  Local  Govt.  Board,  Customs  Board,  Charity  C'ommiss., 
Commis.  for  Irish  Fisheries,   Inclosure  Commiss.,  other 

Commiss.  and  Sheriffs  and  Inspectors 1122,  1123 

before  Commiss.  to  inquire  into  corrupt  practices  at  elections  1124 

before  Masters  in  Lunacy .  .        1125 

before  any  officer  of  the  High  Court 1125 

suggestions  to  improve  law  as  to  summoning  witnesses   .    .    .    1126 
witnesses  when  exempted  from  arrest.     {See  Ai-rest)   .    .  1126 — 1136 

ATTENDANT  TEEM,  surrender  of,  when  to  be  presumed   .  .  158,  159 

ATTESTATION  CLAUSE,  when  due  execution  of  deed  presumed  from 

proper 169 

of  will  presumed  from 

proper        .    .  .      905 

ol  warrants  of  attorney  and  cognovits,  must  contain,  what.     (See 
Warrants  of  Attorney) .950 — 955 

ATTESTATION  PAPER  signed  by  soldier,  proof  and  admiss.  of  .    1374 

ATTESTING  WITNESS,  nnmher  required  in  certain  cases:— 

two  necessary  to  wills  since  1st  Jan. ,  1838.     (See  Wills) 900 

to  deed  of  father  appointing  guardian  for  child 949 

to  appointmts.  of  new  trust,  of  prop,  for  religiousor  educa.  pur- 
poses    .  .    .  .    .  949 

to  assignment  of  bail  bonds  .    .  ....  .      949 

to  protests  of  bills  of  exchange,  when  949 

to  conveyances  under  Mortmain  Act  .  949 

to  marriage  registers 949 

to  memorials  of  deeds  regis,  under  Middlex.  Regis.  Act  .      949 

to  indentures  of  apprenticeship  to  sea  service 940,  941 

to  certificates  of  memorials  and  of  searches  granted  by  regis- 
trars of  deeds  and  wills  in  Middlesex .    .    1403 

one  to  bill  of  sale 950 

to  bill  of  sale  of  ship 850 

to  lease  under  "  leasing  powers  Act    for   religious  worship, 

Ir.  1855 " 950 

to  agreement  between  master  of  ship  and  merchant  seaman    .      940 
to  agree,  between  owner  and  driver  or  conduc.  of  Lond.  cab  or 

bus 941 

t)  warrants  of  attorney  and  cognovits,  must  be  attorney  named 

by  party.     (See  Warrant  of  Attorney) .    .  950 — 955 

solicitor,  signing  client's  instrument  as,  must  prove  its  execution  801,  807 
to  instruments  not  requiring  attestation,  need  not  be  called  .       .    .    1564 

except  apparently  in  ex  parte  cases 1565,  1566 

this  exception  mischievous 1566 

to  instruments  requiring  attestation,  must  in  general  be  called  .    .    .    1566 

list  of  such  instruments 1564,  1565 

rule  applies  to  lost  or  cancelled  or  burnt  deed 402,  1566 

(4490) 


INDEX.  1619 


ATTESTING  WITl^ESS— continued. 

where  execution  admitted 384, 1566 

where  party  to  record  called  to  prove  execution  by  himself   .    1566 

for  whatever  purpose  instrument  produced 1567 

where  witness  has  become  blind  or  ill  ...    .  .       .    .    1567 

course  to  be  pursued  where  witness  is  ill 1567 

exceptions  to  rule: — ....  ...    1567 

1.  when  instrument  is  30  years  old Ill,  1567 

2.  when  witn.  has   attested  instrument  in  pursuance  of  rule  of 

Court,  and  Court  has  acted  on  instrument 1568 

3.  when  opponent  has  instrumt.,  and  refuses  to  produce  it  after 

notice 1568 

4.  when  opponent  producing  deed  claims  an  interest  under  it  1568,  1569 

the  interest  must  be  an  interest  in  the  cause  .    .  ...    1569 

and  one  of  a  permanent  nature 1569 

exception  inapplicable  when  instrument  is  given  up  before  trial  1570 

5.  when  party  has  solemnly  admitted  instru.  for  purposes  of  the 

cause 1570 

how  if  party  has  recited  the  instrument  in  a  deed,  and  has 
acquired  some  benefit  on  faith  of  its  being  genuine  .    .        .    1570 

6.  when  document  tendered  against  public  ofiSce,  who  was  bound 

to  procure  its  execution,  and  has  acted  on  it 1571 

7.  when  witness  cannot  be  produced 1571 

e.  g.,  dead,  insane,  out  of  jurisdiction,  not  to  be  found,   ab- 
senting himself  by  collusion  with  opponent  .           .    .    1571,1572 
here  sufficient,  but  perhaps  not  neces.,  to  prove  signat.  of  witn.  1572 
if  paper  lost  and  witness  unknown 402,  1572 

8.  whether  in  cases  of  deeds  executed  by  corporations  ?   .    .    .        .    1572 

9.  whether  in  cases  of  deeds  enrolled  ?  1572 

instrum.  enrolled  in  Duch.  of  Cornwall  or  Lancaster,  proved 
by  enrolm.  or  by  examined  or  certified  copy  without  calling  1407 

10.  when  document  requires  attestation  under  Merch.  Shipping  Act  1565 
u'Jiere  several,  sufficient  to  call  one 366 1573 

same  rule  in  all  Courts 1573 

exception  in  cases  of  wills  relating  to  real  estate    .    .  366, 1573 

reasons  for  this  exception 1573 

deposition  of  deceased  attesting  witness  may  supersede  the 
necessity  of  calling  survivor         ....  .         366,  367 

what  search  for,  sufficient .    .    1574 

what  answers  to  inquiries  for,  evidence  ...  .    .    1575 

absence  of  all,  must  be  accounted  for .    .    366, 1575 

after  which,  proof  of  signature  of  one  sufficient 1575 

if  coupled  with  some  evidence  of  identity  of  party  to  suit 

with  person  executing.     (See  Identity)  .  .    .    1575 

in  America,  when  not  necessary  to  prove  signature  of  1579 

when  leading  questions  may  be  put  to         1197,  1567 

to  will,  may  be  a  marksman,  under  Will  Act  or  St.  of  Frauds     909 
declarations  of  deceased,  inadmissible  though  in  disparagement 

of  evidence  afforded  by  his  signature .      508 

character  of  deceased,  if  impeached  on  ground  of  fraud,  may 

be  supported  by  general  evidence 1262 

may  speak  to  execut.  of  instru.  from  recognising  his  signat.   .    1204 
must  give  evidence  though  solicitor  ....  801 

ATTOENEY.     (See  Solicitor) 

ATTOENEY-GENEEAL,  when  entitled  to  reply 364 

sanction  of,  no  longer  necessary  to  obtain  inspection  of  public 

records 1265 

(4491) 


1620  INDEX. 

PAGE 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL— corefen»e(f. 

of  colony,  though  not  a,  barrister,  is  an  expert  to  prove  laws  of 
colony 1216 

ATTORNEY,  POWER  OF.     {See  Power  of  Attorney.) 

ATTORNEY,  WARRANTS  OF.     (See  Warrants  of  Attorney.) 

ATTORNMENT  will  not  operate  as  an  estoppel 126 

AUCTIONEER,  agent  for  vendor  and  purchaser 948 

contract  made  out  from  memoranda  signed  by,  binds  both  parties     948 

will  exclude  parol  evid.  375 
when  not  bound  by  description  of  article  in  unsigned  catalogue  .  966 
warrants,  possession  of  compet.  skill     ...  .  1008 

AUGMENTATION  OFFICE,  records  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls  .    1259 
how  proved  ....  ...  ...  ...    1310 

proper  custody  for  old  chartulary  of  dissolved  abbey  .    .      583 

AUTHOR,  death  of,  terminates  contract  by        ...  .    .      1008,1009 

illness  of,  excuses  non-complet.  of     .       .  ....  1009 

AUTHORITY,  burthen  of  proving,  in  particular  cases  .    .        .     348,  349 

of  husband  to  wife,  when  presumed  .  ...       210,  211,  535,  675 

AUTREFOIS  ACQUIT  or  CONVICT,   party  plead,  entitled  to  copy  of 

record ...    1276 

when  prisoner  not  protected  by  plea  of  .  .    .  1457, 1458 

when  prisoner  protected  by  plea  of   .    .  .  ...    1458^1462 

AVERMENT.     (See  Allegations,  Variance) 

AWARD,  when  solicitor's  power  to  submit  to,  cannot  be  disputed  .     725,  726 

how  proved,  when  submission  by  written  agreement 1343 

when  submission  by  rule  of  ct.,  judge's  order,  or  order  of  Nisi  Pri.  1344 
when  umpire  appointed,  or  time  enlarged   .    .  ....    1344 

when  made  by  public  officers 1344 

when  made  under  Inclosure  Acts .  1345, 1377 

made  under  Inclosure  Acts  may  be  enrolled  but  not  necessary  .  959 

when  made  or  confirmed  by  Tithe  Commiss  .  .    1378 

inadmissible  as  evidence  of  reputation  .  .        553,1496 

admissibility  and  effect  of .  ....        1 496 

not  evidence  of  account  stated  between  parties  to  the  submission  .  1496 
not  evidence  in  a  prosecution  to  prove  the  fact  adjudicated  .  1445, 1446 
presumption  in  favour  of .    .  .  .  110 

BAD  CHARACTER.     (See  Character.) 

BAIL-BOND,  assignments  of,  must  be  attested  by  two  witnesses     .    .    .      949 
must  be  proved  by  calling  attesting  witness  1565 

BAILEE,  how  far  estopped  from  denying  title  of  bailor  .  726, 727 

BAILIFF,  entries  against  interest  made  by  deceased,  admissible     .    .  591 

how  far  necessary,  in  such  case,  to  prove  that  he  filled  the  office  .  599 
must  produce  vsrrit  of  exon.  and  judgment  to  justify  seizure,  when  646 
statements  and  admissions  by,  when  evid.  against  sheriff       .      665,  666 

BAKER,  implied  warranty  by,  that  bread  is  wholesome 1004 

how  far  criminally  answerable  for  act  of  servant    .    .  .    .  135 

BALLOT  ACT.     (See  Table  Stat  35  &  36  Vict.,  c.  33.) 

documents  kept  under,  may  be  inspected,  when    ....  .    1300 

how  proved 1371 

will  be  admissible,  when  .    .  1511 
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BANE  OF  MVEE,  acts  of  ownership  on  one  part  of,  evid.  of  title  to 

another .    ,  309, 310 

BANK  BOOKS,  inspection  of,  bj  fundholders .    .    1287 

how  proved .    .        .  1358, 1365 

admissibility  and  effect  of   ...    .  .  .    1511 

BANK  NOTES,  presumption  of  guilt  from  possession  of  paper  for  making    349 

how  described  in  indictment    .    .    .- 280 

alteration  of  number  upon,  will  avoid  instrument  .  .  .    1550 

BANKERS,  communons.  made  to,  not  priviledged 788 

general  lien  of,  on  security  of  their  customers,  judicially  noticed  .         6 
holdingdocumentsof  customers  need  not  be  subpoenaed,  when   .    .      407 
when  bill  presented  through,  time  for  giving  notice  of  dishonour  .  44—46 
time  allowed  for  presentment  of  cheques  to  ...    .  .        .    .        45 

within  what  hours  instruments  must  be  presented  at  .  .    .        46 

when  estopped  trom  denying  the  title  of  customers 727 

when  justified  in  cashing  drafts  payable  to  order 92 

bound  to  answer  respecting  frauds  committed  by  them,  when  .  .  1245 
cannot  be  convicted  of  fraud  having  disclosed  their  offences  on  oath  1245 
entries  in  books  of,how  inspected  and  proved  &  how  far  admiss.  1380, 1381 

pass-books  not  conclusive  against .      736 

memorialsrespectingj-keptatofficeof  Inland  Revenue 1375 

St.  of  Limit,  with  respect  to  members  of  banking  co-partnerships  .  94 
rules  of  savings  banks,  how  proved    ...  1367 

BANKER'S  BOOKS  EVID.  ACT,  1879.     (See  Table  St.  42  V.  c.  11) 

its  provisions .        .  .       1380,  1381 

BANKRUPT  privileged  from  arrest  while  attending  ct.     .  1130 

assignment  of  property  of,  by  operation  of  law  866 

how  far  protected  from  self-crimination 1249 

debtors  and  their  wives  may  be  summoned  by  Off.  Rec.  and  trustee    1104 
maybe  examined  on  oath  .  1105, 1182 

their  depositions  when  admissible 447 

whennecessarytoprovedateof  instrument  signed  by  .      186 

when  deed  executed  by,  deemed  fraudulent    .    .        .    .  .    .  106,  107 

whetherhemaysue  wrong-doer  in  trover,  though  undischarged?    .      149 
denial  of  being  at  home  by,  provable  by  answers  to  inquiries  at  house     514 
declons.  made  by,  on  leaving  home,  evid.  of  intention  to  avoid  cred- 
itors    522 

subsequent  statements  by,  when  admissible  for  same  purpose  .  .  .  523 
when  inadmissible,  as  being  mere  naratives  of  a  past  occurrence  .  .  524 
admission  by,  before  bankruptcy,  evidence  to  charge  estate   .        .      688 

or  in  support  of  petitioning  creditor's  debt 667 

admissions  by,  after  bankruptcy,  evidence  against  himself  ....      667 

no  evidence  against  trustee ■ .    .  .  .  667  668,  688 

written  admissions  of,  not  binding  on  trustee     ...  .        .      707 

concealing  or  removing  property  worth  lOZ.        ...  .  279 

absconding  with  property  worth  20? 279 

trustee  of  bankr.  may  disclaim  lease,  or  other  property    .  .  864,  865 

character  of  "  trustee  "  of,  suing  or  sued,  must  be  speciallyd  enied  297 
admission  by  trustee  of,  before  appointment,  whether  evid.  against 

him 664 

prosecuted  under  bankrupt  law  must  prove  no  intent  to  defraud  .      352 

release  of  partnership  debt,  by  partner  of,  void .659,660 

cost  of  prosecuting  fraudulent,  when  allowed  .    .  .    .1064,1075 

form  of  indict,  in  prosecuting  fraudulent 284 

effect  of  discharge  of 1492 

BANKRUPTCY  ACT,  1883.     (See  Table  St.  46  &  47  V.,  c.  52) 

form  of  indictment  for  offences  under        .    .  ...  ?84 
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BANKRUPTCY  COURTS,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

jurisdiction  of,  judicially  noticed 26 

general  rules  of,  judicially  noticed 26 

gen.  orders  and  regul.  ot,  made  by  B.  of  Trade,  when  jud.  notd.  .  26 
signatures  of  judges  and  registrars  of,  judicially  noticed  .  .  .  .  10,  19 
signatures  of  Commiss.  and  Regist.  of  old  Court  of,  jud.  noticed  19 

■witness  in,  priviledged  from  arrest.     {See  Arrest.)     .    .  ...    1130 

how  made  to  attend.  {See  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1103 — 1105 

allowance  to  Appendix 

deposition  of  deceased  witness,  when  admissible    .    .  .    .      447 

deposition  of  deceased  debtor  or  wife,  when  admis.   .    .  447 

may  order  witn.  in  Scotl.  or  Irel.  to  be  examined  there   ....  470 

may  take  evid.  by  commission  abroad  .    .  470 

may  take  evid.  viva  voce,  or  by  interrog.  or  by  affidavit 470 

appointment  of  proxies  in,  must  be  signed  and  attested  .  .    .      942 

voting  letters  must  be  signed  and  attested  .        .  .  942 

amendment  of  proceedings  in    .  254 

inspection  and  copies  of  records  of,  regulations  concerning  .  .  .  1276 
proof  of  petitions,  orders,  certificates,  deeds,  instruments,  affids. 

and  docum.  made  or  used  in  proceedings  in 1320 

special  proof  of  notices  gazetted        1320,  1321 

of  off.  receiver's  report  .    .  ....  .  1321 

of  appointment  of  trustee ...        1321 

of  affidavits  in,  wherever  sworn  .        ...  .    .    1322 

of  depositions  in 447 

of  resolutions  and  proceedings  of  meetings  .  .        1322 

admiss.   and  effect  of  adjudication  in 1491 

of  foreign  adjudication  in    .  ....    1483 

of  approval  of,  to  a.  compos,  or  a  scheme  of 

settl ...        .91,  1491 

.    .      447 

.  1491,  1492 

.    .    .    1492 

1492 


of  depositions  in  . 

of  orders  in 

of  orders  releasing  tru.'_teo    .    . 

of  orders  discharging  bankrupt 

of  order  and  certif.  of  Board  of  Trade   .    .       .    1493 

of  registrat.   under  the  old  law  of  special  or 
extraord.  resolution   ...  91 

adjudication  in,  is  a  judgment  in  rem .    .    1492 

witness  may  refresh  memory  by  his  deposition  in,  when  .  .  .  .  1202 
transfei  by  debtor,  when  presumed  fraudulent  under  law  of  .  .  106, 107 
notices  under  law  of,  having  been  duly  sent,  how  proved       .  198 

inspection  of  document  in    .    .    .  .        .  .    .  1541 

BANKRUPTCY,   COURT  OF,  IN  SCOTL.  proceed,  of,  admiss.  in  Eng. 

and  Irel.  without  proof    .  ...  .  .        .  18,  19 

their  admissibility  and  effect .    1327 

BANKRUPTCY  AND  INSOLVENCY,  Court  of,  in  Ireland,  now  called 

Bankruptcy  Court .        .  H 

seal  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

signatures  of  judges,  registrars,  and  chief  clerks  of,  judicially  noticed       19 

attendance  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced .1103 — 1106 

attend,  of  bankrupt  and  witness,  when  in  custody,  how  enforced  .  1088 
bkpts.  and  their  wives  are  examined  on  oath  in    .    .  .  .    1182 

proof  of  records,  proceedings,  and  depositions  in  .    .  .        .447,1320 

form  and  effect  of  certifi.  of  conformity  granted  by       149;J 

of  certifi.  in  arrangement  cases 1492 

BANKRUPTCY,  IRELAND,  AMEND.  ACT,  1872.     (See  Tab.  St.  So  & 
36  v.,  c.  58.  Ir.1 

rules  made  under,  judicially  noticed .  36 
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BANKRUPTCY  LAW,  presumption  in  prosecutions  for  offences  against    352 
BANNER,  inscription  on,  provable  by  oral  testimony      ....  386 

BANNS,  when  proof  of  publication  of,  unnecessary       ....  .        .164 

BAPTISM  provable  by  parol,  though  registered     .    .  386 

parish  registers  of,  vphat  is  their  proper  place  of  deposit     .    .    .  582,  1290 
how  inspected  .    .  .        .  ....    1290 

how  proved 1507 

non-parochical  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen.  .        .  1291,  1292 

how  inspected .    1292 

how  proved  in  civil  cases 1368 

in  criminal  cases  1363,  1368,  1369 
Indian  registers  of,  deposited  in  Charles  Street,  St.  James's  Park  .    1270 

how  proved .        .    .    1366 

registers  of,  ofBritish  subjects  abroad,  kept  in  Consistory  Ct.  1270,  1271 

what  they  consist  of 1271 

admissibility  and  effect  of  registers  of.  {See  Bastardy)  .  .1357,1507 
registers  of,  kept  at  May  Fair  and  the  Fleet,  inadmissible  .  .  .  1355 
foreign  and  colonial  registers,  when  admissible 1356 

BARGAIN  AND  SALE.     (See  Enrolment) .  956,  1403 

BARMOTE  COURTS,  witness  how  made  to  attend  before  .  .        1101 

documents  in  custody  of  steward  of,  how  inspected   .    .  .    .        1298 

BAROMETER.     (See  Scientific  Instruments) 
BARON  AND  FEME.     (See  Husband  and  Wife) 

BARRISTER.     (See  Bevising  Barrister) 

competent  to  testify,  though  he  has  addressed  the  jury 1183 

cannot  disclose  secrets  of  client.  (See  Privileged  Communications)  782, 783 
perhaps  not  bound  to  testify  as  to  matters  in  which  he  has  been 

professionally  engaged  .    .  808 

his  clerk  within  rule  of  privileged  communications   .    .  792 

foreign  counsel  within  same  rule ....  .      792 

admissions  by,  when  evidence  against  client  ...  .  678,  679 

how  far  empowered  to  bind  client  by  compromise         .  .    .      679 

protected  from  arrest,  when.     (See  Arrest) 1126 — 1131 

as  witness,  may  refresh  his  memory  by  the  notes  on  his  brief    .        1204 

BASTARD,  whether  declarations  of,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree       .      561 
family  conduct,  evidence  of  person  being,  in  cases  of  pedigree  571 

name  of,  how  described  in  indictment  .    .  .    .      285 

BASTARDY.  (See  Legitimacy)  in  case  ofaffiliat.  mother  must  be  corrobora.     827 
may  be  cross-exd.  and  contradicted  as  to  immoral  conduct  1232 

putative  father  admissible  witness 1154 

dismissal  of  one  application  by  petty  sess.  no  bar  to  a  second  .  .  ,  1495 
but  order  of  Quart.  Sessions  respecting,  when  final  .  .  .  .1495,1496 
how  far  parents  can  give  evidence  to  bastardise  their  issue  .  .  817,  818 
admissibility  of  entries  respecting,  in  baptismal  register  .    .    .  1507,  1508 

BATTERY.     (See  Assault) 

BAWDY-HOUSE,  married  woman  may  be  convicted  of  keeping   .  .      210 

BEGINNING  AND  REPLY.     (See  Onus  Probandi  Reply) 

BEHAVIOUR.     (See  Conduct) 

BELIEF,  grounds  of        .    .        .  71—89 

tendency  to,  instinctive  .    .  71 — 74 
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BELIEF — continued. 

experienced  truth  of  testimony 74 

coincidences  in  testimony 79,  80 

accordance  of  testimony  with  previous  know!  edge,  oritsprobty      81 

danger  of  relying  on  this  ground  of  belief    ...        .  83 

connection  between  collateral  facts  and  facts  in  issue       .  83 

reasonableness  of,  how  far  question  for  jury 43 

religious,  what  necessary  in  witness.     (See  Competency)  .    .  1175 — 1178 

witness  cannot  speak  to,  in  general 1206 

when  witness  may  speak  to 1207—1211,  1257,  1583 

witness  speaking  to,  may  be  guilty  of  perjury 827,1208 

when  expert  may  speak  to.     (See  Experts)  .    .  1209 — 1217 

witness  may  speak  to,  in  affidavit,  when     ....  .    .    1188 

BELT  OF  TREES,  acts  of  ownership  on  one  part,  evid.  of  title  to  another      31 0 

BENEFIT  BUILDING-  SOCIETY.     (See  Building  Society) 

BENEFIT  OF  A  DOUBT  given  to  accused 133 

BENTHAM,  JEREMY,  how  regarded  by  his  contemporaries 1139 

by  present  generation 1139 

his  opinions  as  to  competency,  how  far  adopted  by  Legislature  1139 — 1151 

BEQUEST.     (See  Legacy) 

BEST  EVIDENCE,  always  required  ...  .  .  233,  365 

design  and  meaning  of  rule .    .      365 

illustrations  of  rule .    .  ....  365 — 367 

primary  and  secondary,  what 367 

contents  of  documents  not  provable  by  parol : —      ...        .  .  368 

1.  where  law  requires  writing 371 

2.  where  parties  have  put  contract  in  writing  .  ...  373 

but  writings  collateral  to  issue  need  not  be  produced   .  .      377 
and  parol  evidence  admiss.  to  identify  writings  in  trover,  or 

detinue,  &c 379 

or  on  indictment  for  stealing  written  instrument           .  .      379 

aliter  on  indictment  for  forgery              379 

3.  where  exist,  or  contents  of  material  writing  disputed  .  .  380 
exception  to  rule,  in  favour  of  admissions.  (See  Admissdons)  .  .  381 
when  oral  evidence  admissible,  though  writing  exists  .        .  .      384 

e.  g.,  of  payment,  though  receipt  given 384,385 

of'inscriptions  on  flags,  and  resolutions  read  at  meetings  386 

original  documents  not  provable  by  copies.  (See  Secondary  Evidence)     387 

what  consti  tutes  the  best  documentary  evidence  of  a  transaction  388,  389 

broker's  books,  bought  and  sold  notes     .    .    .  389 — 391 

notarial  instruments 392 

of  the  title  of  executor  or  administrator    .        ...  .392,393 

duplicate  originals — counterparts 393,  394 

second,  evid.  inadmiss.  till  prim,  out  of  party's  powers.  (See  Secondary 
Evidence)  396 

BEYOND  JURISDICTION.     (See  Jurisdiction) 

BIAS  of  witness,  what  are  tests  of 75 

may  be  shown  by  questions  and  contradictions  .  1231 — 1234 

BIBLE,  entry  in,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree 572 

if  family  Bible,  without  proof  of  being  made  by  relative  .    .    .  572 

BIGAMY,  on  indictment  for  strict  proof  of  first  made  by  first  marriage  190, 191,  514 

of  Second  marriage  unnecessary  191 

how  first  marriage  proved  where  parties  had  married  abroad  .    .    .      190 

(4496) 


INDEX.  1625 

P^GE 

BIGAMY— continued. 

what  facts  presumed  on  indictment  for 163  164 

effect  of  prisoner's  admission  as  to  marriage 384 

first  wife  incompetent  to  prove  marriage 1159 

after  first  marriage  proved,  2nd  wife  comp.,  for  or  agt.  prisoner  .    1161 

before  first  marriage  proved,  it  seems,  incompetent       1161 

death  of  first  husband  or  wife,  when  presumed  .  134,  135,  218,  219 
that  pris.  knew  first  wife  alive,  when  to  be  proved  .    .  .  219 

BILL  IN  CHANCERY,  provable  by  certified  copies 1365 

statements  in,  not  evidence  against  plaintiff  .    .  736,1340,1493 

not  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree  ...       .  574 

practice  as  to  reading,  when  answer  put  in .    .      645 

pleadings  n[iust  generally  be  proved,  to  let  in  decree 1339 

when,  to  let  in  depositions  ...        .    1339 
BILL  OP  EXCEPTIONS,  cannot  be  tendered  on  criminal  trial   .    .        .    1592 

is  now  abolished  in  civil  causes .    .    1592 

but  right  of  excepting,  remains  practically  in  another  form  .    .    .    1592 

BILL  OP  EXCHANGE,  consideration  for,  presumed 168,  344 

if  lost,  presumed  duly  stamped 168 

if  in  hands  of  drawee,  presumed  duly  paid     ...  .  .      196 

so  if  note  in  hands  of  maker  .    .  ...  196 

when  presumed  to  be  foreign 92 

amount  of  interest  payable  on  foreign,  questions  for  jury    ....        59 

date  of,  prim4  facie  evidence  of  day  of  drawing 186,187 

no  proof  of  time  of  acceptance  .  .  .  187 

usages  affecting  judicially  noticed 6 

may  be  drawn,  indorsed,  or  accepted  by  each  member  of  firm,  when  204 
how  drawn,  indorsed  or  accepted,  by  Jt.-St.  Eegist.  Cos.  .  .  839,  848 
if  alteration  appears  on,  no  presumption  raised  as  to  when  made  .    1547 

effect  of  alteration  of,  after  completion 1548,  1551 

when  complete,  within  this  rule  as  to  alteration  .    .        1558 

acceptance  of,  must  be  by  writing  on  bill    ....  .        ...      939 

accept,  on  blank  stamp,  may  be  filled  up  to  amount  covered  by  stamp  1560 
as  betw.  drawer  and  acceptor,  must  be  filled  within  reasonable  time  1561 
this  doctrine  inapplicable  against  indorsee,  when  .    .  .    .    1561  , 

action  on  lost,  formerly  not  maintainable     .  .  .    .  403 

loss  of,  cannot  now  be  set  up  as  defence  if  idemnity  given  .  .      404 

days  of  grace  allowed  on,  in  different  countries     .  .  993,  994 

may  be  proved  by  parol 993 

abolished  in  Eng.  as  to  bills  payable  at  sight  ....      993 

protest  of,  how  proved ...  .  392 

of  foreign,  when  inferred  from  conduct  of  drawer        .    .    .      698 

must  be  attested,  when 949, 1565 

indorsement  on,  by  payee  of  part  payment  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit    606 

declarations  of  prior  holder  of,  when  admissible 685 

as  burthen  of  proof  in  action  on         344 — 346 

presentment  of,  within  what  time  and  hours  allowable  .  46 

notice  of  dishonour  of,  what  time  allowed  for  ....        44 

by  whom  it  may  be  given 45 

dishonour  of,  andnotice,  proved  by  entrymadeby  notary'sdecd.  clerk  613 
notice  to  produce  notice  of  dishonour,  when  unnecessary     .  414 

receipt  of  notice  of  dishonour  of,  when  inferred  from  cond.  of  drawer    698 
allegation  of  due  notice  not  sust.  by  proof  of  excuse  for  want  of  notice    246 
but  such  variance  may  be  amended    .    .  ....      246 

notice  to  produce  bill  necessary,  if  defendant  wants  it,  and  has  not 

pleaded  so  as  to  enforce  its  production  by  plaintiff   .    .  .      416 

must  be  produced  at  trial,  in  order  to  recover  interest     .        ...      416 

acceptance  of,  what  it  admits  as  against  acceptor 729 
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3ILL  OF  EXCHANGE— conto!<e(«. 

indorsement  by  payee  of  note,  what  it  admits  as  against  him    .    .  731 

indorsement  of  bill,  what  it  admits  as  against  indorser   .        ...  731 

in  trover  for,  notice  to  produce  unnecessary  .  ...  415 

so,  in  prosecution  for  stealing         ....  .    .  .    .  415 

party  singing  in  own  name,  cannotprovehe  was  mere  surety  or  agent  982 

may  givesuch  evidence  to  charge  or  benefit  unnamed  principal  982 

meaning  of  "  duly  honoured  "  may  be  explained  by  usage     .    .  988 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  ACT,  1882.     (See  Table  St.  45  &  46  V.,  c.  61.) 
BILLS  OF  LADING,  meaning  of  terms  in,  may  be  explained  by  usage  .      988 

cannot  be  varied  by  usage  .    .      992 

when  conclusive  evidence  of  shipment  of  goods 110 

usages  affecting,  judicially  noticed  .  6 

BILL  OF  SALE,  ship  must  be  sold  by 850 

of  ship  may  be  proved  without  calling  attesting  witness     ....    1565 

of  personal  chatties  must  be  attested     .        ...  950 

must  state  the  consideration 172 

must  be  filed  in  Bills  of  Sale  Depart,  of  Central  Off.     .      956 

inspection  of  .    .    .  .    .  1279,  1280 

office  copies  of       .    .    1315 

how  proved 1406 

when  presumed  fraudulent  within  St.  of  El.  171, 172 

registration  of,  must  now  be  renewed  every  five  years 956 

BILLS  OF  SALE  ACT,  1878.     (See  Table  St.  41  &  42  V.,  c.  31) 

BILLS  OF  SALE,  IREL.  ACT,  1879.     (See  Table  St.  42&'43  V.,  c.50,  Ir.) 

BILLS  OF  SALE  ACT,  1882.     (See  Table  Si.  45  &  46  V.,  c.  43) 

BIRTH,  provable  by  parol,  though  registered 386 

inspection  of  registers  of,  under  Registration  Acts 1290 

of  non-paroch.  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Regist.-Gen.  .    1291 

what  these  registers  consist  of 1291 ,  1292 

contents  and  repositories  of  lists  of  these  registers 1292 

regis,  of,  of  British  subjects  abroad,  deposited  in  Consist.  Ct.  .  .  1270 
registers  of,  under  Registration  Act,  provable  by  certified  copies  1367, 1368 
non-parochial  registers  of,  provable  by  certified  copies  in  civil  cases, 

under  certain  regulations  as  to  notice,  &c 1368 

in  crim.  cases  the  originals  must  be  produced  .    .  1363,  1368,  1369 
registers  of,  in  Scotland,  since  1854,  how  proved  .  ...        1370 

admissibility  and  effect  of  registers  of 1508 

fact  and  time  of,  usually  questions  of  pedigree,  and  prov.  by  hearsay  565 
otherw.,  if  fact  not  required  to  be  proved  for  any  genealog.  purposes      568 

place  of,  whether  provable  by  hearsay 569 

when  provable  by  register  under  Registration  Act    ....    1508 
time  and  place  of,  how  far  provable  by  register  of  baptism  .        .    .    1507 

entries  of,  in  midwife's  books,  when  evidence 594 

child  not  heard  to  cry  at,  in  Scotland  presumed  dead 127 

BISHOP,  admission  by,  evidence  against  successor .      683 

commission  granted  by,  to  inquire  into  charges  against  parsons  .  1097 
attendance  of  witnesses,  how  enforced  in  these  inquiries  ....  1097 
Roman  Cath. ,  when  compet.  to  speak  to  matrimo.  law  of  Rome  1216, 1217 

BISHOP'S  REGISTERS,  inspection  of 1286 

admissible  as  public  documents 1358 

BLANK,  in  will,  cannot  be  filled  up  by  parol  evidence 984 

presumption  as  to  time  of  filling' up 181 

when  may  be  filled  up  after  execution  of  instrument  ....  1560,  1561 
stamp,  acceptance  on,  may  be  filled  upto^  amount  covered  by 

stamp 1560, 156I 
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BLIND  witness,  how  his  memory  refreshed 1203 

effect  of  witness  to  handwriting  becoming  .        ...  ,    .      432* 

man  cannot  attest  a  will  ...  ...  .        .  902 

may  acknowledge  his  own  will  ....  .  ....  902 

attesting  witness  becoming,  must  still  bo  called    .  .    .    .    .    .    1567 

BLOCKADE,  presumption  from  violating 130 

when  provable  by  Gazette 1420  1421 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH.     (See  Health,  Pithlic  Health  Act) 

BOAED  OF  TRADE,  proclam.,  orders,  &  regulons.  issued  by,  how  proved 

1305,  1308 

documents  of,  relating  to  merch.  shipping,  how  proved 1362 

to  railways,  how  proved 1361 

proofand  effect  of  certificates  issued  by,  under  Merch.  Shipping  Act    1390 
for  modification  of  works  on  railways  .        .  .  1397 

rules  made  by,  when  judiciously  noticed 26 

orders  and  oertifi.  of,  relating  to  bankruptcy,  how  proved  .        .    '.    1493 

BOARDING-HOUSE,  liability  of  keeper  of,  for  loss  of  lodger's  goods    .    .      206 

BOAT  under  15  tons  burden,  does  not  require  registry,  when 850 

may  be  transferred,  how 850 

BODLEIAN  LIBRARY  not  proper  custody  for  old  books  respecting  abbeys    582 

BONA  FIDES,  how  far  a  question  for  judge  or  for  jury 38 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  in  proof  of 320 

BONA  NOTABILIA,  out  of  diocese,  used  to  defeat  probate,  when  .        .    1465 
this  law  no  longer  exists  .        .  .    .  .  ...    1465 

BOND.     (See  Indorsement) 

consideration  for,  presumed  ....  110 

within  what  time  action  on,  must  be  brought 98,  606,  607 

notice  to  produce  notice  to  pay,  when  necessary  in  action  on  .    .    .      415 
indorsement  on,  of  payment  of  interest  or  part  payment  by  deceased 

obligee,  admissible  for  his  representatives 605 — 607 

to  support  replication  of  acknowledg.  to  plea  of  St.  of  Limit.     607 
whether  necessary  to  prove  aliunde  date  of  indorsement  .     187,  608 — 611 

admission  by  one  obligor,  evidence  against  co-obligor 656 

in  trover  for,  notice  to  produce  unnecessary 415 

so,  in  prosecution  for  stealing 415 

exec,  in  wrong  name,how  far  estops  party  from  relying  on  mis-nomer    725 

assignment  of  bail-bond,  attested  by  two  witnesses 949 

BOOK  OF  DISTRIBUTIONS,  how  far  evidence  1505 

BOOKS,  of  science,  not  admissible 1214 

when  expert  may  refresh  memory  by  ...    .    1214 — 1216 
shop,  entries  in,  by  shopman,  when  evid.     {See  Course  of  Office)  612 — 616 
entries  in,  by  tradesman  himself,  admis.  in  Scotland,  America, 
France,  and  in  old  Cts.  of  Chanc.  of  Eng. ,  and  in  Ireland  .    620 — 624 

but  were  not  admissible  at  common  law 620 

semble,  are  now  by  statute  law 620 — 622 

and  in  High  Ct.  by  Sup.  Ct.  Rules,  1883 622 

what  are  admissible  as  official  documents 1359 — 1361 

inspect.,  proof,  and  effect  of  such.  (See  Public Eecs.  and  Docs.,  Copy) 

of  public  prison,  effect  of,  as  evidence        1509 

of  account,  entries  in,  when  admissible  ....  .    .  .    .      704 

of  bankers,  entries  in,  how  inspected  and  proved  and  how  for  admis. 

1380,  1381 
of  Corporations.     (See  Corporation  BooJcs) 

of  rates  of  vestries,  of  banks,  &c.,  admissibility  of 1510,1511 

of  third  persons,  when  and  why  admissible.     (See  Hearsay) 

knowledge  of  contents  of,  when  presumed 703,  704 
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BOOKSELLER, -when  responsible  for  libel  sold  by  his  shopman   ....      136 

'BOROUGH,  burgess  entitled  to  inspect  documents  of 1293 

BOROUGH  ENGLISH,  custom  of,  judicially  noticed 7 

BOUGHT  AND  SOLD  NOTES  constit.  the  contract  made  through  broker    389 
materially  varying,  whether  recourse  can  be  had  to  broker's  book? 

■^        -^     ^  389—391 

what  is  a  material  variance 391,  392 

to  prove  contract,  party  only  bound  to  produce  note  in  his  possession    391 
if  no  notes,  contract  may  be  proved  by  signed  entry  in  broker's  book     389 

effect  of  material  alteration  in .    1548 

BOUNDARY  of  counties,  parishes,  &c.,  how  far  judicially  noticed     .    .        23 

how  proved  in  Ireland 1419,  1505 

presumption  as  to 141,  144 

as  to  ownership  of  soil  of  river       ....      141 

of  land  lying  on  sea-shore  .        .        .    .  142 

of  waste  land  on  side  of  highway     .        .  .      142 

of  roads  set  out  under  Inclosure  Acts 143 

of  hedges  and  ditches 143 

of  walls,  and  banks,  and  trees       .  ....      144 

when  provable  by  reputation   .    .  ....  .  542 

by  verdicts  or  judgments,  inter  alios        1437 

by  show,  boundaries  of  other  places  con.  with  locus  in  quo  309,  310 

by  maps 550 

by  evidence  of  perambulations 547 

by  statements  of  perambulators  at  these  times       .        .  547 

not  provable  by  hearsay  as  to  particular  facts         .    .                   .    .      546 
of  private  estates  not  provable  by  reputation  .  543 

BOUNTY.     (See  Gift,  Voluntary  Settlement) 
BOY.     (See  Infant) 

BRAWLING,  suits  for,  abolished  in  Eccles.  Cts .829 

BREACH  OF  PROMISE  of  marriage,  in  action  for,  plaintiff's  character 

how  far  admissible .  335,  336 

parties  to  record  admissible  witnesses   .    .                 1148,  1149 
plaintiff's  testimony  must  be  corroborated  ....    828,1149 
BRIBERY,  in  penal  act,  for,  deft,  cannot  deny  that  party  bribed  had  a  vote    734 
witnesses  giving  evidence  respecting,  when  indemnified  .         1246,  1388 
,  declons.  of  voters  admitting,  evid.  on  trial  of  election  petition    .    .      666 
BRIDGE,  prescriptive  liability  to  repair,  provable  by  hearsay  .             542,  545 
on  indictm.  of  township  for  non-rep.  of,  declons.  of  ratepayers  ad- 
miss.  .  662 

BRITISH  LAW  ASCERTAINMENT  ACT,   1859.     (See  Table  St.  22  & 

23  v.,  c.  63) 
BROKER.     (See  BougU  and  Sold  Notes) 

may  bind  principal  by  rules  of  Stock  Exchange 200,  201 

considered  to  be  agent  of  both  buyer  and  seller     ....  .      948 

contract  made  by,  provable  by  bought  and  sold  notes  .    .    .         389,  390 

if  no  notes,  provable  by  signed  entry  in  broker's  book     .        .      389 

if  notes  vary,  is  it  provable  by  broker's  book  ?   .    .    .        .     390,  391 

what  is  material  variance  in  notes 391,  392 

to  prove  contract, party  only  bound  to  produce  note  in  his  possession     391 
cannot  be  convicted  of  embezzlem. ,  if  he  has  disclosed  ofience  on 

oath       1245 

brokers  and  stockbrokers  not  now  bound  to  keep  books  .    .        .    .      390 
BROTHEL,  married  woman  may  be  convicted  of  keeping     .    .  .    .      210 
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RROUGHAM,  LORD.     (Bee  Lord  Brougham's  Act)  ^^°^ 

BUILDING  SOCIETIES  ACT,  1874.     (See  Taile  St.  37  &  38  V.,  c.  42) 
BUILDING  SOCIETIES,  ineorporat.  and  registrat.  of,  how  proved     .    .    1396 

rules  of,  how  proved 1375 

reconveyance  of  mortgages,  how  effected  by  trustees  of    ....    .      865 

certificates  of  registry  of 1396 

BURGESS  entitled  to  inspect  documents  of  borough 1293 

BURGLARY  and  stealing,  prisoner  charged  with,  may  be  convicted  of  house- 

brealcing,  stealing  to  value  of  51.  in  dwelling-house,  or  larceny  .  270 
but  proof  of  burglary  with  intent  to  murder,  rape,  or  steal,  fatal  var.  271 
intent  laid  in  indictment  for  burglary,  how  far  necessary  to  prove  271 ,  272 
proof  respecting  place  must  correspond  with  allegation  .  276,  277 

indict,  for,  and  stealing  no  bar  to  indict,  for,  with  intent  to  steal  1457 
indict,  for,  and  steal.  A.'s  good.s,  no  bar  to  indict,  for,  and  stealing 

goods  of  B 1457 

acquittal  for  burglary  and  stealing,  bar  to  indict,  for  larceny    .    .    1460 
acquittal  for  larceny,  bar  to  indict,  for  burglary  and  stealing  .    .    .    1460 

BURIAL  provable  by  parol,  though  registered 386 

inspection  of  parish  and  burial-ground  registers  of        .        .    .  ■.    .    1290 

of  metropolitan  registers  of 1291 

of  non-parochial  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Reg.  Gen.  1291, 1292 

what  these  registers  consist  of       1291,  1292 

proof  of  non-parochial  registers  of,  in  civil  preceedings 1368 

in  criminal  cases  .    .  1363,  1368,  1369 

parish  and  other  registers  of,  how  proved 1365 

what  proper  custody  ot    .    .    .    .  582 

Indian  books  of,  deposited  in  Charles  Street,  St.  Jame's  Park    .    .    1270 

provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  ....    1366 

admissibility  and  effect  of  registers  of 1509 

registers  of,  of  British  subjects  abroad,  depos.  in  Consistory  Ct.  .        1270 
BURIALS  ACT,  1864.     (See  Table  St.  27  &  28  V.,  c.  97) 

register  books  kept  under,  when  evidence i.    1509 

how  proved 1368 

BURNING  (See  Arson)  of  will,  what  suffic.  to  revoke,  under  Will  Act  916,  917 
BURTHEN  OP  PROOF.     (See  Onus  Prohandi) 

BUSINESS.     (See  Course  of  Office  or  Business) 612—624 

presumptions  from  ordinary  course  of .  .  194 — 202 

BUTCHER,  implied  warranty  by,  that  meat  is  wholesome 1004 

BY-LAW,  admi.  without  proof,  if  authent.  as  pointed  out  by  8  &  9  V. ,  c.  113      13 

proof  of  particular  by-laws  : —       1411 — 1416 

of  companies  under  Cos.  Clauses  Consol.  Act 1411 

of  railway  companies 1366,  1411,  1412 

for  regulating  Port  of  London,  and  vend,  and  delivery  of  coals  1413 

in  force  in  coal  and  other  mines 1413 

made  by  Metrop.  Board  of  Works  .  .    .  .  1413 

by  Municipal  Corp.  of  Dublin  ....  ...        .  1413 

under  Common  Lodging  Houses  Act  .  ...  1413 

under  Public  Health  Ireland  Act,  1878     .  ...    1416 

under  Public  Health  Act,  1875 1415 

under  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1882  ...  .        1415 

under  Slaughter-Houses,  &c.,  Metrop.  Act,  1874       .  1413 

under  the  Explosives  Act,  1875  ....  .    1414 

by  Metrop.  Water  Co 1414 

by  Conservators  of  Thames .    .        1414 

by  Conservators  under  Salmon  Fisheries  Acts 1414 

by  trustees  of  docks  for  regulating  landing  of  emigrants  .    1414 
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made  by  municipal  corporations  in  England 1415 

as  to  pleading  such  by-laws 1415 

made  under  other  Acts  .  .    .  1386 

may  be  presumed  from  usage,  when 152 

of  Corp.  may  explain  its  charter 1025 

"BY  STATUTE,"  not  guilty,  effect  of 299—303 

CAB.     (See  Coach  and  Licence) 

CABMAN,  presumed  negligent,  if  luggage  lost  or  damaged 205,  206 

CALENDAR  MONTH,  meaning  of 21 

when  implied  ....  .    .        21 

CALENDARS  of  grants  of  probate  and  administ.,  where  deposited      .    .    1271 

how  inspected  .        .    .    1271 

CALLS,  how  far  infant  shareholders  liable  to  actions  for 128 

persons  holding  themselves  out  as  shareholders  are  liable  for  .  .  .  722 
persons  unable  to  pay,  how  far  considered  shareholders  .    .    .      723 

CAMPBELL,  LORD.     (See  Lord  Campbell's  Ads) 
CANCELLATION  of  will.     (See  Alterations  and  Will)  .    .  .  181,  913—920 

of  lease  does  not  work  a  surrender  by  operation  of  law 861 

CANTERBURY,  seal  of  Prerogative  Court  of,  judicially  noticed  ....        10 

CAPACITY.     (See  Infant) 

CAPTAIN.     (See  Ship) 

CAPTION,  settlement  examinations  need  not  have  separate,  to  each  .    .      768 

80,  deposons.  &  exons.  taken  by  Js.  on  crim.  charges 440,  768 

CARE,  what  is  reasonable,  question  for  jury,  when 52 

CARELESSNESS.     (See  Negligence) 

CARNAL  KNOWLEDGE  OF  CHILDREN.     (See  Bape) 

CARRIAGE.     (See  Coach) 

CARRIER,  when  presumed  guilty  of  negligence        205 

may  dispute  title  of  employer  .  ...      728 

of  goods,  how  far  an  insurer 998 

of  passengers,  not  an  insurer 999 

delivery  to,  amts.  to  accept,  by  vendee,  within  St.  of  Frauds,  when  899 
in  action  against,  for  non-deliv.  of  vrritings,  notice  to  produce  unneces.  416 
in  action  against,  for  loss  of  goods,  negligence  need  not  be  proved    263 

contract  under  Rail,  and  Can.  Traffic  Act,  when  valid 938 

CASE  laid  before  counsel,  how  far  privileged 783,  792 

CATALOGUE,  when  auctioneer  not  bound  by  description  in  unsigned  .      966 
CATHOLIC  PRIEST,  confessions  made  to,  not  privileged  .    .      754,  787—789 

alitor  in  Civil  Law,  and  in  Scotland 754,  788 

CAUSE  OF  ACTION,  how  far  admitted  by  paying  money  into  Court. 

(See  Payment  into  Court) 717 

CAUSE,  PROBABLE,  question  for  judge 41,  42 

CAUTION  to  prisoner  against  self-crimin.,  mustbegiven  atcom.law,  when    757 
when,  if  inducement  has  been  held  out   .      752,  753,  757 

how  to  be  given 757,  758 

to  prisoner  under  examination  by  justices,  when 763 — 767 

absurd  legislation  on  this  subject 764 — 766 

compliance  with  Stat,  on  this  subject,  how  proved  .    .  766,  767 

requisite,  in  admitting  under  notice 642 

in  offering  to  compromise 690,  691 

in  receiving  verbal  admissions 738 

verbal  confessions 739 
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CAVEAT  against  marr.,  proof  &  effect  of  Regis',  decl.  of  vexations  entry  of    1401 

CAVEAT  EMPTOR,  application  of  maxim  1004 

CELEBRATION  of  marriage,  when  presumed  regular     .        .  ...      164 

CENTRAL  OFFICE  OF  SUPREME  COURT,  seals  of,  and  of  its  several 

departments  jud.  noticed .    .        10 

subpoenas  from,  may  issue  to  any  part  of  England  .  1079 

index  to  Crown  debtors  to  be  kept  in    . 1280 

bill  of  sales  of  psnal.  chat,  to  be  filed  in  bills  of  sale  departm.  .  .  956 
record  of  clerk  of  records  and  writs  office  transferred  to  .  .  .  1268 
signed  depositions  taken  belore  examiners  to  be  filed  in  .  .  459, 1341 
signed  certif.  of  refusal  of  with,  to  attend  for  exam,  before  commr. 

to  filed  in      .  ....  .    .  459 

enumeration  of  departments  in     .    .  .  .1277,1278,1314 

right  to  inspect  records  in    ...    .  ...  .    1277 — 1279 

index  to  Crown  debtors  in ....    1280 

what  docs,  must  be  filed  in  enrolment  departm.  of  ...      955,  958 

documents  deposited  in,  proved  by  copy  ...  1314 

no  afft.  or  record  to  be  removed  from,  vsdtht.   order  of  judge  or 

master .    1310 

no  subpoena  to  issue  for  production  of  such  documents         .  1310 

CERTIFICATES,  when  admissible  without  proof  of  seal,  signature,  or 

official  character  of  party  signing  them .      13, 1382 

proof  and  admissibility  or  particular  certificates: —  1382—1403 

of  chargeability  of  paupers       .        ...  1382 

of  previous  convict,  of  witness,  as  evidence  to  discredit  him  1229 
of  previous  convict,  or  acquittal  under  Ld.  Brougham's  Act  1383 
of  previous  convict,  for  indict,  ofifence  on  second  indictm    .    1384 
of  previous  summary  conviction  ...  .  ....    1384 

proof  of  identity  of  person  must  be  given  ....    1384 

under  Army  Act,  1881 1385 

under  Corrupt  and  Illeg.  Prac.  Act,  1883     ...  .    .    1386 

of  dismissal  of  charge,  in  complaints  of  assijult  .  .  .  .1386,1387 
in  summary  proceed,  against  juvenile  offenders  .  .  1387 
in  petty  sessions  on  several  indictable  offences  .    1386 

of  indemnity  against  certain  charges,  .granted  to  witn.  .  .  1388 
under  the  Reformatory  or  Industrial  Schools  Acts     .    .  1387, 1388 

under  the  Elementary  Education  Act .    1388 

of  jparriages  solemnised  by  British  consuls  .    .    1389 

of  registration  of  places  of  religious  worship    ...        .  1389 

of  Board  of  Trade  under  Merchant  Shipping  Act   .    .  1390 

of  registry  of  British  ships 1390 

of  compet.  or  service  of  masters  or  mates  of  British  ships  1390 
of  verification  of  standard  weights  and  measures  .  1391 

under  Naturalization  Act,  1870 1391 

under  Patent  Designs  and  Trade  Mark  Act,  1883 1392 

ot  costs  of  private  bills  granted  by  Clerk  of  Pari,  or  Speaker  1391 
of  papers  being  published  by  order  of  Parliament  ...  .  1392 
of  validity  of  letters  patent  having  come  in  question  1392 

of  incorporation  of  Charity  Trustees  .    .  1393 

of  incorporatin  of  Joint-stock  Cos.      .  ...  1393 

of  proprietorship  of  shares  in  Cos 1394 

of  capital  being  paid  up  under  Consol.  Acts  of  1847  .  1394, 1395 
of  correct,  of  mistakes  in  plans,  maps,  &c.,  under   same 

Acts 1396,1397 

of  copies  of  plans  and  books  of  refer,  under  some  of  same 

Acts       1397 

of  completion  of  works  under  the  Eccles.  Dilap.  Act     .    .        1396 
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of  completion  of  works  under  other  Acts      .    .        .  1397 

to  modify  construction  of  railway  works 1397 

granted  by  Board  of  Trade  under  Ry.  Cos.  Powers  Act,  1864  1397 

Ry.  Construe.  Facil.  Act,  1864  1397 
of  appointment  of  Trustee  in  Bankruptcy  .        .  .    1321 

of  other  matters  in  Bankruptcy 1321 

of  conformity  granted  hy  Ir.  Ct.  of  Bkptcy.  form  and  effect  of  1492 
of  registration  of  Friendly  Society  .    ...  .    .  .    .    1395 

of  amendment  of  rules  of  Friendly  Society  ....  1395, 1396 

of  registration  of  industrial  and  provident  societies   .    .    .        1396 
of  registration  under  Trade  Union  Act,  1871  , .    .  .        .    1396 

of  registration  of  under  Building  Societies  Act 1396 

of  registration  of  medical  men 1398 

of  veterinary  Surgeons .    1399 

I  of  pharmaceutical  chemists  and  druggists  .    .    1398 

of  dentists  .    .  1398 

of  master  sweeps  ....  .        .        1400 

of  enrolment  of  solicitors .    .  1399 

of  acknowledgment  of  deeds  by  married  women        .        .    .    1314 

of  age,  granted  by  surgeons  under  Factories  Acts 1400 

of  deceased  cattle  made  by  inspector  .        .    1400 

of  analysis  to  detect  adulteration       1400 

of  Reg' -Gen.  that  caveat  agst.  marr.  has  been  entered  vexa- 

tiously 1401 

of  registry  or  re-entry  of  judgments,  &c.,  in  Ireland    .    .    .    1401 

under  Transfer  of  Land  Act,  1862 1401 

under  Declaration  of  Title  Act,  1862 1402 

of  searches  in  reg.  of  deeds,  &c.,  in  Yorkshire  or  Middlx  1402, 1403 

of  memorials  of  judgments,  &c.,  registered  there 1403 

of  enrol,  indorsed  on  reg.  instrum.     (See  Enrolment.)    1403 — 1409 
of  expenses  granted  to  pros,  and  witn.  by  magistrates      .    .    1073 

granted  by  notary,  when  admissible 11 

of  naturalisation  and  of  readmission  to  British  nationality  .    1391 

foreign,  of  conviction,  how  proved  under  Extradition  Act   .    1328 

at  common  law,  of  matters  of  fact  inadmissible  ....  .    .    ,1517 

though  given  by  persons  in  official  situation   .        ...    1517 

of  Sovereign,  under  sign  manual,  inadmissible   .        .    .    1517 
made  evic.  by  stat.  of  certain  facts,  no  evid.  of  other 

state.— '  ,    .        .    .    1517 

of  judge,  when  necessary  to  entitle  party  to  costs 55,  56 

to  deprive  party  of  costs     ....  55,  56 
how  proved  .        ...  1347 

CERTIFIED  COPY.     (See  Copy) 
CESTUI  QUE  TRUST.     (See  Trustee) 

CESTUI  QUE  VIE,  death  of,  when  presumed 216—218 

lessee  may  show  lessor's  title  expired  by  death  of 125 

CEYLON,  presumption  as  to  marriage  in,  from  habit  and  repute  .    .      190 

CHAIRMAN  of  meeting  of  creditors  to  keep  minutes 1322 

proof  and  admis.  of  such  minutes 1322 

CHAIRMAN  OF  COS.  in  Irel.,  can  order  priso.  to  be  brought  up  as  witns.  1089 

CHAMBERLAIN,  Ld.,  Records  of  oflSce  of,  now  in  Record  Office     .        .    1269 

CHANCERY  DIVISION,  rule  in,  as  to  reading  whole  of  answer  647 

rule  as  to  what  amount  of  evidence  necessary      .  .  .    .      828 

as  to  precluding  parties  from  setting  up  secret  equities,  when     720 

as  to  enforcing  represent,  made  in  a  treaty  for  mar.      .  720, 721, 885 
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as  to  admitting  parol  evidence  and  declarations  of  intentions  to 

rebut  an  equity.     (See  Bebutiing  an  Equity) 1042 — 1046 

as  to  presuming  undue  influence  withrespectto  deeds  of  gift  172,  173 
as  to  presuming  fraud  where  reversion  dealt  with  ...        .  173, 174 

this  rule  now  abolished  by  Stat 174 

as  to  incumbrances,  when  paid  off  by  tenant  for  life   .    .       174,  175 

as  to  interpreting  charitable  grants 175 

as  to  joint' tenancy 176 

as  to  presuming  mistake  with  respect  to  the  number  of  legatees    1039 
as  to  requiring  proof  of  deeds  by  attes.  witn.  in  ex  parte  case        1566 

as  to  calling  all  attesting  witnesses  to  wills 1673 

orders  of,  and  proceedings  in,  provable  by  oflice  copies  ...  .    1313 

old  Common  Law  Seal  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

seal  of  old  Enrolment  Office  in,  judicially  noticed        .  .       .        10 

records  in  old  common  law  side  of,  provable  by  office  copies  .  .  .  1315 
docs.,  in,  when  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved  ....  17, 18,  1328 
proof  and  eflfect  of  docs,  enrolled  in  Enrolment  Office  of  .  .  1404 — 1406 
what  preliminaries  must  be  proved  in  giving  evid.  of  decrees  in   .    1339 

of  depositions  in 1340 

'  if  ancient .        ...  .    1345 

admiss.  &  effect  of  decrees  in.  (See  Public  Secords  and  Documents) 

as  evidence  in  nature  of  reputation 551 — 554 

must  for  this  purpose  be  final 553 

of  old  answers  in,  as  evid.  against  defendant    .    .      645 

in  criminal  proceedings 774 

as  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree 574 

of  old  bills  in,  as  evidence  of  admissions  736,1340,  1493 

as  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree      674 

of  answers  to  interrog.  for  or  agst.  co-defts  .      663 

of  demurrers  in    .    .  _ 1493 

of  pleas  in 1493 

CHANCERY  (IRELAND)  ACT,  1867.     (See  laile  St.  30  &  31  V.,  c.  44) 

CHANCERY  PROCEDURE  AMEMD.  ACT.    (See  Table  St.  15  &  16  V., 
c.  86) 

CHANNEL  ISLANDS.     (See  Jersey  and  Guernsey) 

CHANNELS  OF  INFORMATION,  by  informers  to  Government,  privi- 
leged      ...  809—811 

CHAPEL, .  when  presumed  registered  to  celebrate  marriages 164 

when  presumed  duly  consecrated  .  164 

CHAPTER-HOUSE  REGISTER,  admissible  as  public  books 1358 

where  now  deposited 1268 

CHARACTER- of  party,  when  admissible  evidence 328—340 

definition  of  term 328,339 

witness  can  only  give  evidence  of  general  repute 328 

but  may  give  negative  evidence  ....  329 

practice  of  calling  witnesses  to,  when  established 332 

1.  in  criminal  cases: — 

evidence  of  good,  to  raise  presumption  of  innocence  .    .        .  329,  330 

of  baid,  to  raise  counter  presumption 330,  331 

admissibility  for  these  purposes  confined  to  criminal  cases  .  332 

not  admissible  in  Revenue  informations       332 

nor  in  civil  actions,  unless  general  conduct  put  in  issue  .    .  332,  333 

2.  in  civil  actions,  evid.  of  bad,  when  admis.  to  lessen  damages    334 — 338 

of  hus.  or  wife  in  petitions  for  dam.  on  ground  of  adultery   334,  335 
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of  daughter  in  seduction 334,  335 

of  plaintiff  in  breach  of  promise  of  marriage 335,  336 

whether  of  plaintiff  in  action  for  defamation  ? 336 

evidence  of  plaintiff's  good,  inadmissible  to  inflame  damages  338,  339 

unless  counter  proof  offered .      339 

3.  evidence  of  bad,  admissible  to  impeach  veracity  of  witness       .  339,  340 

extent  of  this  rule 1257—1259 

of  prosecutrix  in  indictment  for  rape 339,  340 

of  party's  own  witness  cannot  be  impeached  by  general  evidence  .    1218 
prisoner  calling  witnesses  to,  entitles  prosecutor  to  reply  .      363 

this  privilege  to  be  exercised  with  discretion 363 

witnesses  to,  not  usually  cross-examined  .  1222 

questions  degrading  to,  how  far  witness  must  answer  .    .    .    1249 — 1251 
character  of  impeaching  witness  may  be  impeached  in  turn   .    .    .    1260 

how  far  this  plan  of  recrimination  can  be  carried 1260 

evidence  of  good,  admissible  to  support  witness  attacked    ....    1262 
ofiScial  character  of  party,  when  admitted  by  his  acting  in  .        693 — 696 

of  another,  when  admitted  by  recognising- it 694 — 696 

of  any  one,  when  presumed  from  acting 187 

CHAEGEABILITY  of  pauper,  proof  and  admissibility  of  certificate  of  .    1382 

notice  of,  how  signed  and  served 943 

CHARGE  D'AFFAIRES.     (See  Ambassador) 

CHARITABLE  TRUSTS  ACTS  of  1853  &  1855.     (See  Table  Stat.  16  &  17 
v.,  c.  337,  and  18  &  19  V.,  c.  124) 

CHARITY  grants  explained  by  evidence  of  acts  of  founder 1024 

presumptions  respecting 175 

conveyance  io  charitable  uses  under  Mortmain  Act : — 

must  be  by  deed  attested  by  two  witnesses 950 

must  be  proved  by  attesting  witness 1565 

deed  must  also  be  enrolled 955 

date  and  fact  of  enrolment,  how  proved 1406,  1407 

what  deeds  exempted  from  this  rule  as  to  enrolment 955 

accounts  of  trustees  of,  how  inspected 1301, 1302 

CHARITY  COMMISS.,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 12 

and  inspectors  may  enforce  attendance  of  witnesses,  how    .    .  1123 

board  of,  may  enrol  documents  relating  to  charities 959 

minutes  and  orders  of  board,  how  proved        .    .  .    .        .    .    1377 

some  papers  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls 1269 

others  deposited  in  Petty  Bag  OfiSce 1316 

may  grant  certificates  of  incorporation  to  trustees  of  certain  chari- 
ties       .    .  1393 

CHARTER-PARTY,  party  signing  in  own  name  cannot  prove  he  was 

mere  surety  or  agent 982 

but  may  give  such  evid.  to  charge  or  benefit  unnamed  principal   .      982 

terms  used  in,  may  be  explained  by  usage 988,  989 

CHARTERS,  how  proved 1304 

when  to  be  explained  by  evidence  of  usage 1024 

when  presumed  from  long  enjoyment 153 

date  inserted  in,  cannot  be  gainsaid 108 

CHARTS  OF  PEDIGREE,  when  admissible 574,  576—578 

CHARTULARIES  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls  1269 

how  inspected   ....  1267 

how  proved 1310 

CHASTITY,  evidence  to  impeach  character  for,  on  indictment  for  rape  .      339 
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CHATTELS,  interest  in,  how  transferable 836   837 

bills  of  sale  of,  must  be  filed  in  Central  Office,  when 956,'  957 

inspection  of,  ^vhen  ordered 5O2'  503 

real  of  wife,  vested  in  hiisband  by  marriage,  when 866 

what  warrant  implied  in  sale  of 1003 1006 

1398 

46 

92 

729 

1090 
1178 

129 


CHEMISTS  AND  DRUGGISTS,  register  of,  how  proved '. 

CHEQUE,  presentment  of,  within  what  time  and  hours  allowable   .    . 

payable  to  order,  when  banker  may  cash . 

may  now  be  post  dated  

CHIEF  CLERK  in  Chancery  Div.,  witness  how  made  to  attend  before 
may  administer  oaths,  when 

CHILD-BEARING,  women  past  age  of,  when  presumed     .        ... 

CHILD-MURDER,  mother  indict,  for,  may  be  convicted  of  conceal,  birth    272 
what  facts  raised  presumption  of,  under  old  law  .  .         137 

CHILDREN,  tendency  to  believe,  natural  to 71 

competency  of.     (See  Competency) ...        .  1170,  1171 

credibility  of  • ., .    .        .  77,  78 

conclusive  presumptions  respecting.     (See  Infant) 127,  128 

disputable  presumptions  respecting.     (See  Infant) 208 

dying  declon.  of,  inadmiss.,  if  too  young  to  have  been  witn.  .      628 

statements  by,  made  recentifacto,inadmissible  under  similar  circs.  507,508 
when  leading  questions  may  be  put  to     .    .        .  .  .    1198 

in  Stat,  of  Distrib.  mean  legitimate  children   .    .               .    .  184 

in  a  will,  mean  legitimate  children  184 

CHIMNEY  SWEEPER  must  prove  age  of  climbing-boy,  when     .  352 

must  be  registered .        .  ....  1400 

entry  in  register,  how  proved  .  ...  1401 

CHINESE,  how  sworn 1180 

CHIROGRAPH,  records  of  office,  are  in  custody  of  M.  R.  1269 

how  inspected  .    .  ...  1267 

how  proved  .  ...  .        .  .    .  1310 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION  assignable  by  signed  writing  .    .  849 

CHRISTIAN  NAME.     (See  Name) 

CHRONICLES,  when  admissible 1517,  1518 

CHURCH  DISCIPLINE  ACT.     (See  Table  St.  3  &4:Y.,  c.  86) 

witness,  how  made  to  attend  under .^  .  1097 

in  pros,  under  old  eccles.  rules  of  evid.  prevail   .           .    .  829 

defendant  is  a  competent  witness               1153 

within  what  time  offences  against,  must'be  tried            ...  100 

CHURCHWARDEN,  presumption  of  appointment  of,  from  acting   .  188 

custom  of  .electing,  provable  by  hearsay  543 

CIPHER,  writing  in,  parol  evid.  admiss.  to  explain    ...  .  986 

CIRCUMCISION,  entry  of,  in  book  of  Rabbi,  no  proof  of  age  .  615,  1355 

CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE,  nature  of  .  .    .  ...  83—89 

weight  of,  compared  with  direct  evidence  .  ...  .  86 — 88 

"  circumstances  cannot  lie, "  false  maxim        .  86,87 

dangers  peculiar  to .  .    .  ....  87 — 89 

CITIES,  how  far  judicially  noticed .  23 

CITY  OF  LONDON  PAROCHIAL  CHARITIES  ACT,  1883, 

order  in  council  undei-,  effect  of        .    .  1420 
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CIVIL  BILL  COURTS  IN  IRELAND,  powers  of  amendment  granted  to  .    255 

service  of  process,  how  proved  in,  if  ofificer  absent         615,616 

decree  of,  how  proved 1323,  1336 

prisoners  may  be  brought  before,  as  witnesses,  when 1089 

judgm.  decrees  and  orders  of  Supreme  Ct. ,  how  provable  in  .    .    .    1317 

CIVIL  SUIT,  witness  must  answer  questions  though  it  subject  him  to  . .  1252 
must  produce  documents,  though  their  production  maysubject  him 

to  1252' 

this  rule  does  not  include  title  deeds 1253 

evidence  of  general  character  inadmissible  in 332 

exception  where  general  conduct  put  in  issue 333 

where  object  to  affect  damages 334 

CLAIMS,  to  future  titles,  &c.,  kept  alive  by  actions  to  perpet.  testimony  489,  490 

CLERGYMAN.     (See  Parson) 

CLERICAL  DISABILITIES  ACT,  1870.     (See  Table  St.  33  &  34  V.,  c.  91) 

enrolment  of  deed  of  relinquishment  under 956 

proof  of  such  enrolment 1410 

CLERICAL  EREOES  in  judgments  or  orders,  amendment  of 239 

CLERK,  no  presumption  as  to  time  of  hiring 196 

not  subject  to  rule  as  to  month's  warning 49 

of  barrister  or  solicitor,  within  rule  of  privileged  communications       792 
other  clerks  not  788 

CLERK  OF  THE  CROWN  IN  CHANCERY,  his  off.  depart,  of  Centr.  Off.  1300 
inspection  of  docum.  deposited  with,  under  Ballot  Act  .  .  .  1300 
proof  of  such  documents    .  .    .  1371 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE,maps  and  documents  deposited  with,how  inspect.  1299 

how  "proved 1377 

certificate  of  corrections  of 1397 

judic.  docum.  certified  by 1324 

minute  book  of,  when  admissible 1335,  1336 

copy  of  order  of  Js.  for  making  highway  district,  certified  by  1336 

CLERK  OF  RECORDS  AND  WRITS  now  abolished 1268,  1365 

was  bound  to  furnish  ctfd.  copies  of  bills,  ans.  &  deps.  in  his  custody  1365 
office  of,  transferred  to  Master  of  Sup.  Ct;    .  1268 

CLIENT.     (See  Primleged  Communications  and  Solicitor) 

how  far  bound  hy  admissions  of  counsel '.    .  678,  679 

by  compromise  made  at  trial   . '      679 

by  admissions  of  solicitor 676 — 678 

presumption  against  deed  of  gifjt  by,  to  solicitor  172 

CLOCK.     {See  Scientific  Instrument) 

CLOSE,  parol  evidence  to  explain  meaning  of,  when  admissible  ....      960 

CLOVER,  is  contract  for  sale  of,  within  n  of  St.  of  Frauds? 893 

CLUB,  members  of,  presumed  to  know  the  rules  of ....      704 

committee  of,  restrained  by  ct.  when  acting  contrary  to  nat.  justice  1479 

COACH.     (See  Collision)  owner  of,  overloading,  estopped  from  denying 

that  accident  occurred  from  that  cause 734 

owner  of,  presumed  negligent,  if  luggage  lost  or  damaged  .    .    .  205,  206 
agree,  betw.  owner  and  driver  or  conduc.  of  metr.  stage,  must  be  in 

writ 941 

and  must  be  signed  by  driver  or  conductor  in  presence  of  a  witn.  941,  1565 

proof  of  licences  to  owners,  drivers,  &c.,  of 1379 

admissibility  and  effect  of  licence  to  owner  of 1513 

COAL  MINES  and  collieries,  rules  established  in,  how  proved 1414 

CO-CONSPIRATOR.     (See  Conspirators) 
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CO-CONTRACTOB.     (See  Joint  Contractors) 

CO-DEFENDANT,  competency  of  in  Criminal  Courts 1152 

in  action  of  tort,  admission  by,  not  evidence  against  other  defendants    661 

same  rule  in  criminal  proceedings 661,  662 

apparent  exception  where  inhabitants  prosecuted 662 

statements  of  defence  of,  not  evid.  for  or  agst.  other  defendant    .      663 

unless  both  have  a  joint  interest 664 

ansveer  to  interrog.  of,  not  ev.  for  or  agst  other  deft 663 

of  husband,  vphen  wife  incompetent  witness  for,  in  criminal  trial  1160 

CODE  NAPOLEON.     (See  France,  law  of) 

CODICIL,  effect  of,  in  confirming  will    .  910,  911 

in  revoking  will    .  913 

in  reviving  will  .    .  ...      920 

how  signed       .        .        . .    .    .      900 

when  presumed  to  have  been  revoked  by  cancellation  of  will    .  182 

COERCION  of  married  women,  presumption  as  to 209,  210 

CO-EXECUTOR.     (See  Executor) 

COFFEE-HOUSE,  presumption  respecting  keeper  o± 206 

COFFIN-PLATE,  inscription  on,  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree     .    .      574 

provable  by  copy       .    .  404,  575 

COGNOVIT,  how  attested.     (See  Warrant  of  Attorney) 950—955 

how  inspected    .    .  ...  •    .    .    .    .    1279 

COHABITATION.     (See  Mistress)  presumption  of  marriage,  from  .    .    .      190 

presumption  of  legitimacy,  from 129 

presumption  of  impotence  from  ineflfeotual,  for  three  years  .    .    .  213 

when  it  precludes  the  parties  from  denying  their  marriage  ....      721 

is  a  kept  mistress  a  competent  witness  for  protector  in  Crim.  Ct,  ?     1161 

COIN,  presumption  ofguilt  from  possession  of  quantity  of  counterfeit  162,  163 

ofcoiningtools,&c.  349 
on  indict,    for  utter,   base,   other  utterings,   &c.,  evid.  of  guilty 

know.    .    .  325,  326 

when  witnesses  to  be  paid  their  expenses 1064 

doctrine  of  coercion,  when  wife  charged  with  uttering  base    .    .    .      210 

how  proved  to  be  base 499 

positive  and  relative  value  of  current  coin  of  the  realm  judicially 

noticed  ...  .    .  22 

COINCIDENCES  in  testimony,  effect  of  79—81 

COLLATERAL  facts,  connection  between,  and  fact  in   dispute,  test  of 

truth  .    .    .  ' .  .        .        •  83 

evidence  of,  generally  inadmissible,  and  why  .    .  .      304 

illustrations  of  rule ...     305,  306 

exception,  if  connected  with  matter  in  issue 307 

custom  of  one  manor  inadmissible  to  prove  custom  of  another  307 

except  after  proof  of  sufficient  connection 307 

acts  of  Ownership  on  one  part  of  continuous  property  admissible  309,  310 
judge  must  decide  upon  the  sufficiency  of  connection  ...        .  311 

usually  excluded  in  criminal  cases         :    .    ,    .      312 

unless  crimes  so  connected  as  to  form  one  transaction^.        .        .    .      313 
doctrine  of  election.     (See  Election)    ...  .  .  315 — 318 

one  witness  can  prove,  in  treason    ....  ...        .  820 

admissible  t.>  establish  identity  of  prisoner  318 

to  corroborate  witness  .    .        .    .        319 

to  illustrate  opinions  of  scientific  witnesses,       .    .    .  319,  320 
to  prove  knowl.,  intent,  good  faith,  or  malice  of  party 

320—328 
judgments,  not  conclusive  of  ...    .  .        .    .  ....    1462 
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COLLATERAL — continued. 

issue,  as  to  secretion  of  witn.  by  pris.,  to  let  in  his  deposition  in 

Irel -447 

parol  agreement  not  excluded  by  writing  .  .  977 

writings  need  not  be  produced,  when  .  .  .  377 

COLLECTOR,  entries  against  interest  made  by  deceased,  admissible   .    .      591 

how  far  necessary  in  such  cases  to  prove  appointment  of  .  599 

admission  of  being,  from  acting  as  such  .  .  .  694 

presumption  of  being,  from  acting  as  such      .  .      193 

COLLEGE,  sentences  of  deprivation  or  expulsion  by,  judgments  in  rem  1431 

admissibility  of,  on  trial  of  indictment  .  .        143ft 

inspection  of  books  of  College  of  Physicians  .  1286 

COLLIERIES,  rules  established  in,  how  proved    .  .    .  .        .    1414 

COLLISION,  in  cross  actions  for,  verdict  sometimes  for  both  plaintiflFs   .    145a 

of  vessels,  presumptions  in  cases  of .  224,  225 

regulations  for  preventing,  how  proved  .        1373 

in  cases  of,  rule  of  the  Admir.  Division  .  1452 

COLLUSION.     (See  Fraud) 
COLONIAL  STOCK  ACT.     (See  Table  St.  40  &  41  V.,  c.  59) 

what  certificates  may  be  granted  under  ,  1393 

how  proved   ....  ...  1393 

registers  kept  under,  admissibility  of  .  1511 

right  of  inspecting  documents  under  .    .  1287 

what  documents  under,  must  be  attested     ...  .        ...    1565 

COLONY,  judgments  of,  how  proved 1335 

effect  of.     (See  Public  Documents  and  Records    .  1474 — 1490 

laws  of,  not  judicially  noticed    .  .  9 

how  proved 15,  1214—1217 

proclamations,  treaties,  and  acts  of  state  of,  how  proved  .  15,  16,  1308 
seals  of,  or  of  colonial  courts,  when  judicially  noticed    ...        16 

registers  of,  when  admissible .    .    1356 

depositions  concerning  offences  committed  in 451 

suits  in,  aided  by  examinations  taken  in  Eng. ,  Irel. ,  or  Scotl.  1114 — 1116 
rules  of  evidence  of,  cannot  affect  proceedings  in  our  courts  .    .  68 

courts  in,  how  far  governed  by  English  and  Irish  rules  of  evid  .    1326 

presumed  to  act  within  their  jurisdiction 108 

attend,  of  "witn.  before  judges  of,  acting  as  Commiss.  ....    1110 

COMITY,  spirit  of,  presumed  to  exist  among  nations   ...  .      229,  230 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  ACTION.     (See  Limitations) 
COMMISSION.     (See  Depositions,  Examiner) 

to  examine  witn.  under  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  or  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105  .  .  451,  4.j2 
civ.  proc.  under  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  superseded  by  Rs.  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883  452 
to  examine  witnesses  under  rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883    .  .      452,453 

how  obtained 452,  453,  464 

on  what  affid.  application  founded    ....  463 

form  of  short  order  for  issue  of    ...    .  ...  ...      453 

of  long  order  for  issue  of     .    .  .  .    .  ...      453 

of  commissioii .        .  455 

of  commission  in  Pr.  Div.  &  Ad.  Divs .      457 

of  witnesses'  oath  on  examinations  on 456 

of  commissioner's  oath  .      457 

of  interpreter's  oath 457 

of  clerk's  oath 457 

witn.  may  be  examined  on  interrogatories  or  viv^  voce  ....  453,  455 
how  interrog.  to  be  addressed  when  returned  by  Commiss  .    .        .      457 

in  what  mode  examination  conducted  ...  453,  454 
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COMMISSION— comMnweri. 

whether  Commissioners  must  be  sworn,  doubtful 465 

Commiss.  authorized  to  exam.  witu.  resident  in  for.  countries    .    .      465 
Commiss.  must  substantially  follow  their  instructions         .        .    .      466 
mode  of  taking  down  evidence  where  interpreter  employed    .    .    .      456 
Commiss.  may  transmit  home  either  orig.  docs,  or  copies,  or  ex- 
tracts when      .        .    .  456, 467 

attend,  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced  in  England  .    .  1110 

in  Scotland  or  Ireland       .    . 1111 

in  India  and  the  colonies,  when  the  Commiss.  are  judges  1110 

in  aid  of  civil  suits  in  foreign  courts     .    .    .  1112 

of  crim.  proceedings  in  foreign  courts  .    .  1116 

of  any  legal  proceed,  in  colonial  courts    .  ....    1115 

examination  taken  under,  how  proved  .    .  .        .        .467,1.342,1343 

to  examine  witn.  when  granted  by  Probate  &  Divorce  Division   452,  469 

by  corresponding  Courts  in  Ireland    469 

by  Courts  of  Bankruptcy       .        .      470 

by  County  Courts     .    .    .  470, 471 

under  law  in  Scotland  .  452 

a  request  to  exam.  witn.  may  be  issued  in  lieu  of,  when    .  Errata 

forms  of  such  request  and  order'  .        .  .  .  Errata 

from  Crown,  how  proved  .    .  •     ...  130^ 

to  inquire  into  charges  against  parsons 1097 

into  corrupt  practices  at  general  elections        ....        1124 
COMMISSIONERS.     '(See  Commission) 

of  charity.     (See  Charity  Commiss.) 
of  customs.     (See  Customs) 

of  endowed  schools,  may  enforce  attend,  of  witn 1123 

of  excise.     (See  Excise,  Inland  Revenue) 

of  inclosure.     (See  Inclosure  Commiss.)  1123 

of  inland  revenue.     (See  Inland  Bevenue)  , 

of  lunacy.     (See  Lunacy) 

of  her  Majesty's  Treasury.     (See  Treasury) 

of  patents  for  inventions.     (See  Patents) 

of  public  baths,  inspection  of  accounts  of       1302 

proof  of  books  of   orders  and  proceedings  of    .    .    1363 
of  public  works  in  Eng.  and  Ireland.     (See  Public  Works) 
of  railways.     (See  Railway  Commiss. ) 
of  sewers.     (See  Sewers  Commiss.) 
of  stamps  and  taxes.     (See  Inland  Revenue) 
of  lands  for  Engl.     (See  Land  Commiss.  for  Eng. ) 

of  tithes,  agi'eements  and  awards  confirmed  by,  how  proved  .  1378 

ecclesiastical  documents,  deposited  with,  how  proved        1378 

of  prisons,  seal  of  judicially  noticed  ....  .    .        12 

rules  of,  how  proved .    .        .  1305, 1419 

of  woods  and  forests,  reports  of,  how  proved  .    .  1309 

COMMITMENT,  jurisdiction  must  appear  on  face  of  166,  167 

COMMITTEE.      (See  Souse  of  Lords,  Souse  of  Commons,  Joint   Stock 

Cos.,  Lunatic) 

COMMON,  rights  of,  when  barred  by  Prescription  Act  .        .    .        .        97 

how  taken  out  of  Act  97,  938 

presumption  as  to  rights  of  lord  over  .  1 46 

encroachments  on  .        .  .  141 

right  of,  when  provable  by  reputation  .  ....  547 

when  not 543 

must  be  created  or  assigned  by  deed  .    .        .    .      835 

OOMMOM  LAW.     (See  Courts  of  Law) 
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COMMOM  LAW  PEOCEDUEE  ACT,  1851.     (See  Talle  St.  15  &  16  V., 

c.  76) 
COMMON  LAW  PEOCEDUEE  ACT,  1854.     (See  Table  St.  17  &  18  V., 

c.  125) 

COMMON  LAW  PEOCEDUEE  ACT,  1860.     (See  TaUe  St.  23  &  24  V., 
c.  126) 

COMMON  LODGING  HOUSES,  registers  of,  how  proved  .        .    .    1379 

by-laws  of,  made  in  Ireland,  how  proved  .  1413 

made  in  England,  how  pro\  ed       .    .  ...        .1415 

COMMONS,  HOUSE  OF.     (See  House  of  Commons,  Parliament) 
COMMUNICATIONS.     (See  Privileged  Communications) 
COMPANIES.     (See  Joint  Stock  Cos.) 
COMPANIES  ACTS,  1862  &  1867.     (See  Jt.  Stock  Cos.  &  Table  St.  25  & 

26  v.,  c.  89;  and  30  &  31  V.,  c.  131) 
COMPANIES  CLAUSES    CONSOLID.  ACT.     (See  Table  St.  8  &  9  V., 
c.  16) 

COMPAEISON  of  handwriting.     (See  Handwriting') 1583—1589 

of  property   found  on  prisoner  with  sample  produced  by  prose- 
cutor   .    .  .  497,498 

COMPENSATION.     (See  Amends) 

judgments  in  cases  of,  under  Land  CI.  Consol.  Act,  how  proved  1324, 1337 
in  cases  of,  with  Commiss.  of  Sewers,  witn.  how  made  to  attend  .        1121 
to  families  of  persons  killed,  must  be  sued  for  within  twelve  months      93 
for  injuries  under  Empl.  Liahil.  Act,  also  within  twelve  months  .        93 
COMPETENCY  of  evidence  or  of  witness,  question  forjudge   .  2,  36,  37,  1137 
question  of,  why  entertained  .  .  .  ....    1137 

old  rule  of,  discussed  and  condemned  .  1137 — 1139 

Act  of  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  §§  26,  27 1139 

Ld.  Denman'sAct,  6&7  V.,c.  85 1140 

abolishes  incompetency  from  crime  or  interest       .        1 140 

County  Court  Act,  9  &  10  V.,  c.  95,  s.  83 1143 

rendered  parties  and  wives  admissible  witnesses   .  1143 

Ld.  Brougham's  Act  of  1851,  14  &  15  v.,  c.  99 1144 

rendered  parties  competent  and  compellable  witn.  in  civil  cases    .    1145 

beneficial  results  of  this  Act .  1146 

defective  in  not  making  wives  competent        ...  .    .  1147 

defect  cured  by  Evid.  Amend.  Act  of  1853,  16  &  17  V.,  c.  83    .    .    1147 

provisions  of  that  Act 1147,  1148 

action  for  breach  of  prom,  of  marr.  excepted  from  Act  of  1851  1146,  1148 
this  exception  vm wise  and  now  repealed  .  ....    1149 

but  plaintiff  in  such  action  must  be  corroborated 1149 

parties  to  suits  instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  were  also 

excepted  from  Act  of  1851    .    .  .    .  .  .    .  1146, 1149 

also  their  hus'|)ands  and  wives 1148, 1149 

these  persons  were  rendered  only  partially  competent  by  Divorce 

Act 1150 

now  admiss.  under  Mr.  Jus.  Denmans  Act,  33  &  34  V.,  c.  68  1150 
but  not  bound  to  answer  questions  respecting  adultery      .    .    1150 

now  four  classes  of  persons  incompetent  to  testify 1151 

1st  class,  defts.  in  Crim.   Cts.  or  charged  before  Js.  with  minor    ' 

offenc ...    1151 

incompetent  to  testify  for  or  against  themselves 1152 

also  to  testify  lor  or  against  co-defendants 1152, 1153 

unless  noil.  pros,  be  entered,  or  witn.  be  acquitted 1152 

defts.  competent  in  penal  proceedings  in  Ecclesl.  Courts  ....    1153 
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deffcs.  competent  in  qui  tam  actions       1153 

in  affiliation  cases 1154 

in  proceedings  under  Acts  relating  to  revenue   .    1154 

under  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1876 1155 

under  Mines  Eegnlation  Acts,  1872    .       ...    1155 

under  Army  Act,  1881 1155 

under  Corrupt  and  Illegal  Prac.  Act,  1883    .    .    1155 

under  other  recent  Acts    .    .  1155,  1156 

in  courts-martial  consequent  on  loss  of  ship,  -when  1155 
in  indictment  for  sending  unseaworthy  ship  to  sea  1155 
Ld.  Brougham's  Act  of  1851  not  a  disqualifying  Stat.  .    .    .'   1156 

1157 
1157 
1158 
1156 
1156 
1156 
1156 
1156 
1158 
1158 
1159 
1159 
1159 
1160 
1161 
1159 
1161 
1161 


all  defts.  in  crim.  proc.  should  be  competent  witn. 

not  compellable  .       .    . 
duty  of  prisoner's  counsel  as  to  stating  facts  .    .    . 

special  stats,  render  defts.  in  certain  crim.  proceed,  competent 
when  deft,  nominal  party  on  recoi-d  . 
when  one  of  many  persons  charged   .    . 
e.g.  parish  indicted  for  non-repair  of  road   .    .    . 
township  indicted  for  non-repair  of  a  bridge 
,  2nd  class,  husbands  and  wives  in  criminal  proceedings  : — 

extent  and  application  of  rule 

wife  cannot  testify  to  facts  happening  before  marriage 

to  fact  of  marriage 

when  wife  inadmissible  for  or  against  co-deft,  of  husband 
when  admissible,  husband  being  removed  from  record    . 

rule  confined  to  lawful  marriages  

on  trial  for  bigamy,  first  wife  cannot  prove  marriage  with  deft 
after  1st  marr.  proved,  2nd  wife  comp.  for  or  against  prisoner 
but,  it  seems,  not  before  first  marriage  proved    .    ... 
wife,  though  incompetent,  may  be  produced  in  court  to  be  ident- 
ified    1161 

is  mistress  competent  witness  for  protector  ?   .    .  .        .  1161 

can  supposed  husband  or  wife  prove  invalidity  of  marriage?   .    .    .    1162 
can  party  who  has  stated  witness  to  be  his  wife,  deny  that  fact?      1161 

is  wife  competent  against  husband  by  his  consent  ? 1162 

wife  comp.  though  her  evid.  may  expose  husb.  to  crim.  charge    .    1163 

is  wife  compellable  to  testify  in  such  case? 1164 

husb.  &  wife  in  civil  suit  may  contradict  &  discredit  each  other   .    1164 

wife  of  prosecutor  may  be  called  to  contradict  him  ...        .  1164,  1165 

may  give  evid.  for  the  Crown  or  the  prisoner         1160 

1161 

husbands  and  wives  comp.  vritn.  under  several  recent  Acts   .  1155,  1156 

husb.  &  wives  comp.  witn.  where  one  charged  with  injuring  other  1165 

e.g.  on  indictment  for  forcible  or  fraudulent  abduction    .        1165 

or  for  being  accessory  to  rape      1165 

or  for  any  offence  against  the  liberty  or  person 

or  property  of  pros.    ...    . 1165,  1166 

wife  may  exhibit  articles  of  the  peace  against  husband 1165 

can  she  prove  facts,  which  may  be  proved  by  other  witnesses?  1166 

is  wife  admissible  against  husband  in  treason  ? .    1167 

dying    declons.   of   either    admiss.     where    other    charged   with 

homicide  .        ...  .    .      628 

3rd  class,  witnesses  omitted  from  or  miadeacribed  in  list,  in  treason : —      1167 

what  list  must  contain .        .    .  1167 

at  what  time  it  must  be  served  on  defendant 1167 

when  objection  to  service  of  list  must  be  taken 1168 

rule  does  not  apply  to  treason  in  injuring  person  of  Sovereign   .    .  1168 
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4th  class,  persons  incapable  of  comprehending  the  nature  of  an  oath 

or  of  giving  rational  answers  to  plain  questions         ....        1169 

,e.g.  idiots,  lunatics,  drunkards,  little  children 1169 

incapacity  only  co-extensive  with  defect .  1169 

e.g.  lunatic  competent  in  lucid  interval  1169 

drunkard  competent  when  sober 1169 


1169 
1170 
1170 
1170 


postponement  of  trial  when  defect  appears  to  be  temporary 

at  what  time  application  for  postponement  should  be  made  , 

deaf  and  dumb  witnesses  formerly  presumed  incompetent  .    . 
now,  if  proved  to  have  capacity,  competent    . 
instance  of  trial  where  all  witn.  deaf  and  dumb   ....  1170 

how  examined ...  1170 

children,  when  admissible  witnesses 1170 

no  precise  rule,  respect,  age,  intellig.  &  knowl.  requisite    .        1170 

at  eight  or  nine  years  old,  in  practice  admitted 1171 

judge  must  decide  on  degree  of  intelligence  and  knowledge  .  1171 
occasional  want  of  discretion  in  dealing  with  these  cases  .  .  1171 
Little  Jo,  in  Bleak  House 1171 

law  places  no  reliance  on  unsworn  testimony  1172 

two  securities  provided  for  truth        .    .  ...  .        .    1172 

1.  moral  sanction  of  an  oath 1172 

2.  risk  of  prosecution  for  perjury 1172 

testimony  must  be  given  under  one  at  least  of  these  securities  .  1172 
certain  aborigines  in  British  colonies  need  not  be  sworn  .  ...  1172 
judges  and  jurors  cannot  give  testimony  until  sworn    .    .        .  1172,  1173 

nor  peers 1173 

nor  the  Sovereign 1174 

question  whether  Sovereign  admissible  witness 1174 

wisdom  ot  rejecting  unsworn  witn.  excepting  under  special  circs.  1175 
what  those  circumstances  are  : —  1176,  1177 

•1.  witness  must  object  to  oath,  or  be  objected  to 1176 

2.  judge  must  be  satisfied  that  an  oath  would  have  no  binding 

efifect 1177 

witn.  must  then  make  a  solemn  promise        1176 

after  which  liable  to  an  indict,  for  perjury     ....  .    1176 

doubts  as  to  the  policy  of  this  change 1176 

degree  of  religious  faith   capable  of  binding  conscience   of 

witn .  1177 

defect  of  religious  faith  never  presumed .    1177 

mode  of  proving  this  defect 1178 

witness  himself  may  be  interrogated  .  ...    1178 

all  courts  able  to  administer  oaths         .        .        , 1178 

under  old  order  of  Ct.  of  Chan,  to  be  administered  reverently  .        1179 

witnesses  may  be  sworn  in  form  they  deem  binding 1179 

how  to  ascertain  such  form  .        .  ....  ...    1180 

examples  of  different  forms  ....  1179,  1180 

if  sworn  in  form  not  binding,  still  liable  to  penalties  of  per- 
jury  1180 

for  this  cause,  adverse  party  cannot  have  new  trial  .    1180 

is  party  entitled  to  new  trial  if  unsworn  witness  has  testified  ?  1180 

if  omission  known  at  time  of  trial,  he  is  not  .  1180,  1181 

if  not  known,  he  is .    .    1181 

solemn  affirmation,  when  allowed  in  place  of  oath 1181,  1182 

persons  vpho  are,  or  have  been,  Quakers,  Moravians,  or  Sepa- 
ratists     1181 

any  other  person,  if  objection  sincere 11B2 

forms  of  affirmation  ...  1181,  1182 
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our  Saviour  submitted  to  be  sworn   ....                       .           .    .  1181 

debtors  and  their  wives  may  be  examined  upon  oath    ....  1182 

counsel  engaged  in  cause  once  thought  incompetent 1183 

now  held  competent ...  1183 

so  are  solicitors  engaged  in  cause    ...                           .    .  1183 

so  are  parties  though  conducting  their  own  cases 1183 

private  prosecutor  has  no  right  to  act  as  advocate  and  witness    .    .  1183 

time  for  objecting  to  competency  of  witness  on  foregoing  grounds  1183 

mode  of  objecting   .        .            ...  1185 

either  by  examining  witness  on  voire  dire 1185 

or  perhaps  by  proving  his  incompetency  by  evid.  aliunde                .  1185 

witness  found  competent  on  voire  dire  may  afterw.  be  rejected  .  1185 

on  voire  dire,  witness  may  speak  as  to  contents  of  instrument  1185 

of  testator,  question  for  jury               .                       ...  59 

COMPILATION  from  registers,  &c.,  when  admissible  in  pedigree  eases  576 — 578 

COMPLAINT  made  recenti  facto,  in  cases  of  outrage,  admissible  ....      617 

particulars  of,  inadmissible  either  as  original  or  confirmatory  evid.     517 

made  by  a  child,  recenti  facto,  inadmissible,  when 507,  508 

by  parish  officers,  necessary  to  justify  order  of  removal  .        1467 

COMPOSITION  DEEDS,  when  completed,  so  as  to  make  alteron.  fatal   .    1558 

COMPOUND  INTENTS  need  not  be  proved  as  laid  .  .  271—273 

COMPROMISE,  offers  of,  made  without  perjudice,  inadmissible  .  676—678,  688 

caution  respecting  overtures  of  .    .    .  .    .  .    .      690 

authority  of  counsel  to  bind  client  by  .  .  678 — 680 

COMPULSION,  admissions  made  under  illegal,  not  receivable  .  691 

under  legal,  receivable 693 

whether  evid.  of  account  stated        692 

COMPULSORY  used  to  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  in  Eccl.  Cts.,  &c.  1097 

CONCEALMENT 

of  birth  of  child,  mother  indicted  for  murder,  may  be  convicted  of    272 

old  presumption  of  guilt  from .      137 

on  trial  for,  cost  of  witness  may  be  allowed  1063 

of  vritness  by  adversary,  lets  in  his  former  depositions  ....  432 

of  attesting  witness  by  adversary,  lets  in  proof  of  his  signature  .  .  1572 
of  witness  by  prisoner,  lets  in  his  deposition  in  Ireland,  when  .  .  447 
of  evidence,  raises  presumption  against  party   .        .        .    .137,498,696 

CONCESSION.     (See  Compromise) 
CONCLUSIVE  EVIDENCE 

1.  matters  judicially  noticed.     (See  Judicial  Notice)         .  .    .  3 — 28 

2.  certain  presumptions.     (See  Presumptions) 90 — 131 

3.  estoppels  by  deed.     (See  Estoppel) ...  115 — 122 

4.  estoppels  of  record.     (See  Public  Becorda  and  Documents)  .  1422 — 1503 

5.  estoppels  in  pais.     (See  Estoppel)        ,  '    "    "  ^^^ — ^^^ 

6.  admissions  in  judicio 676,  678,  710,  1443 

7.  admissions  by  pleading.     (See  Admissions)  .  .      710 — 715 

8.  admissions  acted  upon.     (See  Admissions)    .    .  .  718 — 731 

9.  judicial  confessions •    •  '''42,  743 

CONCURRENCE  in  testimony,  effect  of        ...        '    '    ' 79—81 

CONDEMNATION,  judgments  of,  by  Q.  B.  Div.  on  Rev.  side,  or  Com- 

miss.  of  Inland  Rev.,  Excise,  or  Customs,  vyhen  conclusive  .  1430 

of  goods  by  Justices  under  customs'  laws,  how  proved  .  .        1324 

CONDITIONAL  written  prom,  to  pay,  will  not  oust  St.  of  Limit,  when  923,  926 

becomes  absolute,  if  condition  fulfilled .  .      923 

Stat,  runs  from  date,  not  of  promise  but  of  fulfilment  .  .  923 
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CONDONATION,  question  for  jury 69 

CONDUCT,, -when  evidence  as  admission.     {See  Admission)  .    .    .    .      696 — 699 

as  confession 779 

■when  it  raises  presumption  of  guilt  ....  .    .  130,  137,  138 

of  family,  when  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree 571 

of  family  towards  a  relative,  inadmiss.  to  prove  or  dispr.  lunacy  509 — 512 

aliter  in  Ecclesiast.  Courts 512 

of  persons  in  other  positions,  when  admissible  as  hearsay  .  .  .  510 
of  strangers  towards  a  man  and  woman,  when  evid.  of  marriage  614,  515 
of  witness,  as  connected  with  the  cause,  when  relevant  .  .  .  1228 — 1233 
when  answers  of  witness  respecting  liis,  open  to  contradiction  1228 — 1233 
CONDUCT-MONEY.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 

CONFECTIONARY  not  necessaries  for  an  infant  .  60 

CONFEDERATE.     (See  Conspirators) 

CONFESSIONS,  distinct,  betwn.  confess.of  guilt  &  admiss.  (See  A  dmissions)     634 
verbal  confessions  of  guilt  to  be  received  with  great  caution   .    .    .      739 

instances  of  false .  740,  741 

deliberate  and  voluntary,  entitled  to  great  weight,  why  ...        .      742 

judicial,  what  are  742 

conclusive 743 

extrar-judicial,  what  are 743 

when  only  corroborative  evidence  in  treason 744,  820,  821 

whethersufficient  to  justify  conviction,  without  proof  of  corpus  delicti    744 

effect  of,  in  petition  for  dissolution  of  marriage 745 

whole  must  be  taken  together 746 

how,  if  it  implicates  other  persons  by  name  .  .    .      747 

must  be  voluntary  747 

■whether  voluntary,  question  for  judge   .  •  ...  35,  748 

promise  or  threat  by  person  in  authority  .    .        .  ...      749 

instances  of  persons  in  authority  749 

inducement  sanctioned  by  such  person 749 

held  out  by  private  person,  and  confession  made  to  him    760 

by  private  person,  and  confession  made  to  another  party    752 

made  after  inducement  held  out  .  .    .  752 

iniluence  of  inducement  done  away  ....  ...        .      753 

nature  of  inducement: —   .    .  ...  .        .  .      754 

must  refer  to  the  charge    .    .  ....      754 

induced  by  spiritual  exhortation    .    .    .  .754 

by  promise  of  collateral  benefit  .  ...      754 

by  threat  of  collateral  annoyance        .    .        .        .  755 

modes  of  obtaining: — .  .  .      755 

by  promise  of  secrecy     ...  .    .  755 

by  intoxicating  prisoner    .    .  .  .      755 

by  deception .  ,  .  755 

by  questions 756 

by  ungrounded  hope  of  being  admitted  Queen's  evidence         .      766 

by  overhearing  prisoner .  756 

prisoner  talking  in  sleep 756 

not  necessery  to  warn  prisoner    .  .  .        .      757 

how  -far  proper  to  caution  him     ....  .  757 

.     made  under  illegal  restraint  whether  admissible  .      758 

what  amounts  to  promise  or  threat  .  758 

exhortations  to  speak  truth .  .  .  760 

inducement  need  not  be  made  directly  to  prisoner     .        .  760 

made  under  examination  before  magistrate     .    .        .  .    .        .      761 

o"ld  practice  of  torture 761 

when  abolished  m  England  and  Scotland  .  .  .      761 

French  mode  of  interrogating  prisoner  763 
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statutes  respecting  examination  of  prisoner  hy  magistrate  .  762 — 765 
proper  course  in  taking  examinations  .  ....      764 

proof  of  examination    .  765, — 769,  1343 

examination  returned,  how  far  conclusive 767,  768 

contents  of  examination  returned  cannot  be  proved  by  parol         372 
if  informally  taken,  parol  evidence,  admissible,  when  ....      372 
evidence  to  contradict,  or  vary  examination,  excluded  ....      768 
evidence  adding  to  examination,  how  far  admissible  for  prose- 
cutor         769 

how  far  for  prisoner     ....      769 
examination  purporting  to  be  taken  on  oath,  effect  of  770 — 773 

proof  that  it  was  not  so  taken,  inadmissible 772 

when  prisoner  has  been  examined  as  witness  before  justice     .      773 

sworn  confessions  by  witnesses,  when  admissible 774 

testimony  of  witnesses  when  inadmis.  against  them  by  stat.  775,  1245 

examinations  taken  by  coroners 776 

fact  discovered  in  consequence  of,  admissible  .        ......  776 

effect  of  producing  property  at  time  of .        .  ...        .      777 

of  accomplices,  inadmissible  ...  778 

of  agents. .    .      778, 779 

implied  from  conduct  and  acqijiescence 779 

CONFIDENTIAL  COMMUNICATIONS.     (See  Privileged  Communications) 
CONFINEMENT  of  witn. ,  recent  or  expected,  ground  for  admitting  de- 
positions, when ...  .    .  .  .      435 

CONFIRMATION  of  accomplice,  when  and  how  far  necessary  .  830 — 833 

of  informers 833 

of  women  in  case  of  bastardy  .    .  ....  827 

of  plaintiff  in  breach  of  promise  of  marriage     ....      828 

of  witness  in  indictment  for  perjury  .  .  823 — 827 

of  pauper  in  settlement  cases,  -when  .  .  828 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  to  confirm  witness  .      319 

by  principle  of  unauthorised  act  of  agent,  effect  of       ...        .  845,  947 

of  invalid  lease  under  power,  by  accept,  rent  &  sign,  memdum  700,  853 

CONFLICTING  presumptions,  effect  of .  134,  135 

judgments  in  rem,  effect  of  .  .    .  .    .    1434 

CONFRONTING  WITNESSES,  practice  of 1263 

CONJUGAL  RIGHTS.     {See  Eesiiiution.) 

CONSENT,  when  implied  from  silence.     (See  Admissions)      .  700—707 

when  presumed,  from  long  acquiescence 160 

onus  of  proving  in  particular  cases •  349 

of  young  girl,  when  no  defence  to  pros,  for  rape  or  assault  .        .        .      127 

in  case  of  husband's,  can  wife  be  witn.  against  him  in  Crim.  Court  ?    1162 

CONSEQUENCES,  natural,  when  presumed   .  .  .        .  .    .      103 

CONSERVATORS  OF  THAMES,  by-laws  of,  how  proved  .  '.    .  1414 

CONSIDERATION,  what  suficient,  to  support  a  promise 873 

want  of  failure  of,  in  written  instrument,  may  be  proved  by  parol      969 

must  appear  in  signed  writing  under  ^§  4  &  17  of  St.  of  Frauds    .      871 

either  in  express  terms,  or  by  reasonable  intendment^     872 

need  not  appear  on  face  or  guarantee   ...  ...  871,  881 

must  be  set  forth  in  bill  of  sale  .    ■    -^  •    •        •  •  ' -,'ra  VJa 

for  bills  of  exchange,  presumed  prima  facie    .    .    .  168,  344 

for  deed,  conclusively  presumed  in  absence  of  fraud  .        .  HO,  969 

when  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  the  real    .  .      969 

when  necessary  to  prove  valuable     ....  .  170,  171 

CONSISTENCY  of  testimony  of  different  witnesses,  effect  of    .  .    79 — 81 
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of  testimony,  with  probability,  effect  of 81,  82 

with  circumstances 83 

CONSISTOEY  COURT.     {See  JEcclesiasiical  Court) 

registers  of  births,   baptisms,  marriages,  and  burials  of  British 

subjects  abroad,  deposited  in  registry  of .  1270, 1271 

CONSOLIDATION  ACTS  of  1847,  inspection  of  documents  under       .    .    1296 

proof  of  by-laws  under .]  366,  1411 

of  certificate  under.     (See  Certificates)   ....  .  1396, 1397 

CONSPIRACY,  when  indie,  for,   charges  several  overt  acts,  suffic.  to 

prove  one 270 

CONSPIRATORS,  acts  and  declaj:ations  of  each,  in  furth.  of  common 

design,  evidence  against  others 525 

but  fact  of  conspiracy  must  be  proved  by  independent  evidence  .  .  525 
how  far  necessary  that  this  fact  should  be  established  ....  525,  526 
immaterial  at  what  time  accused  entered  into  the  conspiracy     .  526 

or  whether  acts  or  declons.  done  or  made  in  presence  of  accused 

or  not .        .  .    .    .  ^  526 

narratives  or  confessions  by,  of  past  events,  no  evid.  against  the 

others • 527 

letters  or  papers  found  after  apprehension  of  accused  ....  527,  528 
unpublished  writings  upon  abstract  questions,  how  far  admissible  .      529 

CONSTABLE,  credibility  of  testimony  of 78,  79,  88,  89 

presumption  of  appointment  of,  from  acting  ....  .        .  187,  188 

confessions  made  under  inducements  by,  inadmissible  .      749 

duty  of,  with  respect  to  inducing  prisoner  to  confess  .    .  757,  758 

what  costs  allowed  to,  as  witness  in  crim.  trial 1066 — 1070 

CONSTITUTION,  political,  judicially  noticed •  .  24 

CONSTRAINT,  admissions  made  under,  when  admissible.  (See  Admis- 
sions)        .       .        .  .    .    .     ■ 691 

CONSTRUCTION  of  documents  belong  to  court,  when 61—67 

to  jury,  when 63 — 67 

distinction  between  legal  presumptions,  and  rules  of  ...    .  1045, 1046 

rules  of,  what  are  best 962,  963 

cannot  be  varied  by  evidence 1046 

CONSTRUCTIVE  ACCEPTANCE,  what  suffic.  to  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds  895—900 

CONSULS  clothed  with  notarial  powers 1338 

documents  taken  or  sworn  before,  abroad,  how  proved    .    .  16 — 18,  1339 
proof  and  effect  of  certif.  of,  as  to  marriage  in  foreign  countries    .    .    1389 
CONTAGIOUS  DISEASES  ANIM.  ACT,  1878.     (See  Table  Si.  41  &  42 
v.,  c.  74.) 

limitations  of  actions  under         .94 

accused  under,  must  prove  lawful  authority  or  excuse  .  352 

orders  and  regulons.  under,  how  proved .        .    .    1377 

effect  of  .  ....  1513 

certif  of  inspector  under,  effect  of  .  1400 

payment  into  court  under 717 

CONTEMPORANEOUS  acts,  declarations  and  writings,  when  admis.  as 

part  of  res  gestse.     (See  lies  gestse,  Hearsay,  Conspirators)  .  519 — 536,  977 

entries  in  course  of  office  or  business  must  be .      616 

entries  against  interest,  need  not  be 591,  616 

CONTEMPT  in  disobeying  a  subpoena,  how  punished 1079—1084 

in  arresting  or  calumniating  a  witness,  or  preventing  his  attendance    1136 

by  remaining  in  court,  after  order  to  withdraw 1 1193 

by  refusing  to  give  evidence 1195 
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CONTENTS  of  -will,  testator's  knowledge  of,  when  presumed   .       .     178,  179 
of  books  and  documents,  knowledge  of  when  presumed  .        .     703,  704 

CONTEXT  should  be  considered  in  interpreting  writings 644,  960 

CONTINUANCE  of  human  affairs,  presumption  as  to 214 

of  partnership,  agency,  tenancy,  &c 214,  215 

of  opinions ."  215,'  216 

of  life.     (See  Life) 216—222 

CONTRA  SPOLIATOEEM,  presumptions 130,  137,  138 

CONTRACT,  when  must  be  by  deed.     (See  Deed) 835-^853 

when,  by  writing  attested.     (See  Attesting  Witness) 

when,  by  writing  signed  under  St.  of  Frauds.     (See  Si!,  of  Frauds) 

853—900 
under  Ld.  Tenterdeu's  Act.     (See  Ld.  Tentcrden's  Act)     871, 

921—934 
under  other  Acts.     (See  Writings) 
made  out  from  letters,  to  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds.     (See  St.  of  Frauds).     876 

how  far  binding,  if  made  by  infant   .    .  128 

of  jt.  stock  COS.,  how  made  under  8  &  9  v.,  c.  16      846  847 

under  25  &  26  V. ,  c.  89,  and  30  &  31 V. ,  c.  131  847,848 

in  writing,  excludes  parol  evidence 373 — 377 

unless  such  contract  be  collateral  or  incomplete  .    .  377 — 379 
does  not  exclude  collateral  parol  agreement  ....  977 

cannot  be  varied  by  parol.     (See  Parol  Evidence)  .        .      963 
may  be  explained  by  parol.     (See  Parol  Evidence)  .  985,  986 
can  be  totally  or  partially  discharged  before  breach  by 
subsequent  oral  agreement    ...  .        .    .       .      973 

by  deed  can  only  be  dissolved  by  deed 972 

in  writing  by  stat.  may  be  wholly  discharged  by  oral  agreement  .      974 
cannot  be  partially  discharged  by  oral  agree.  974 

what  consideration  will  support 873 

difference  between  executed  and  executory   .    .  843 — 845 

when  impliedly  made  in  accordance  with  usage 200,  201 

when  impliedly  to  be  performed  within  reasonable  time  ....  196 

drawn  up  in  common  form,  when  presumed  to  have  been  accepted  110 
when  misdescribed  on  record,  instances  of  amendment  .  .  .  245 — 248 
made  through  broker,  how  provable  by  bought  and  sold  notes.  (See 

Bought  and  Sold  Notes) .        .  389,  390 

by  broker's  book       .    .    .      389 — 392 
when  incidents  annexed  to,  by  usage.     (See  Parol  Evidence)    .  992 — 996 

by  law-merchant 996,  997 

by  com.  law  or  stat.     {See  Annexing  Incidents)'   .    .998 — 1010 
CONTRADICTION,  when  allowable,  of  own  witness.     (See  WUnesses)  .    1218 

of  opponent's  witness    .    .    .  1227 — 1235 
of  husband's  testimony  by  wife     .    1164 

not  allowable,  of  writing  by  parol       963 

by  evidence  of  usage    986 — 992 
CONTROL  over  docum.,  what  suffic.  to  justify  order  for  inspection  1533,  1534 

CONTROVERSY.     {See  Lis  Moia) 554—559 

CONVERSATION,  evidence  of,  to  be  watched  with  suspicion    .    .  88 

when  admissible  as  evid.  of  bodily  or  mental  feelings    ....  516 — 518 

as  part  of  res  gestse.     (See  Bes  gestse)  ....  519 — 524 

when  not  evidence  as  relating  to  past  events 524,  527,  528 

relying  on  part  of,  as  an  admission,  does  not  let  in  whole,  when  .  649 
cross-exon.  as  to  one  part  of,  does  not  let  in  re-exon.  as  to  distinct 

part 1260 

of  a  solicitor,  not  evidence  against  his  client 677,  678 

25  LAW  OF  EVID.— V.  IV.  (4519) 
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CONVERSION,  presumption  of,  from  demand  and  refusal 195 

in  trover  for  converting  writings,  notice  to  produce  unnecessary  379,  415 

CONVEYANCE,  when  presumed 156,  157 

when  effected  by  operation  of  law 858 — 867 

when  fraudulent  within  Act  of  Eliz 170,  171 

when  invalid,  unless  by  deed.     (See  Deed) 835 — 853 

when  invalid,  unless  by  attested  instrument.   (See  Attesting  Witness) 

to  charitable  uses.     (See  Chanty) 

under  21  &  22  V.,  c.  72,  s.  85,  Ir.,  conclu.  evid.  of  proceedgs.  being 

regular  .    .  110 

CONVEYANCES,  general  practice  of,  judicially  noticed 5,  28 

communications  to,  whether  privileged  ?  783,  788 

CONVEYANCING  AND  LAW  OF  PROPERTY  ACT,  1881.     (See  TaUe 
St.  44  &  45  v.,  c.  41) 

notices  and  proceedings  under,  may  be  served  by  post 199 

devolution  of  an  estate  or  interest  of  inheritance  under   .        ...      866 

CONVICT,  administrator  of  property  of 867 

CONVICTION,  incompetency  of  -nitness  on  account  of,  abolished   .    .    .    1142 
witness  may  be  questioned  as  to  his  previous     ....  ...    1229 

if  he  denies  fact,  or  refuses  to  answ.  it  may  be  proved  by  certif  .    .    1229 

not  evidence  in  civil  action,  when 1445 

proof  and  admiss.  of  certif.  of  previous,  under  Ld.  Brougham's  Act   1383 

under  Prevention  of  Crimes  Act,  1871 1383 

proof  of  identity  of  person  must  be  given        1384 

under  Extradition  Act,  1870 1328,  1329 

under  Army  Act,  1881 1385 

by  court-martial,  how  proved 1324 

for  assault  before  justice,  when  a  bar  to  indict,  for  feloniously 

wounding 1462 

how  to  be  proved        1462 

record  of,  under  Factories  Acts,  how  proved 1324 

under  Criminal  Acts  of  1861,  how  proved 1324 

under  other  statutes 1324 

summary,  construed  with  strictness 166 

court  can  intend  nothing  in  favour  of,  will  intend  nothing 

against      166 

jurisdiction  must  appear  on  face  of 166,  1467 

bar  to  other  proceedings  from  same  cause 1461 

for  assault,  no  bar  to  indict,  for  manslaughter 1461 

when  it  appears,  facts  stated  in  adjudication  cannot  be  disputed 

inaction  against  justice  1424 — 1427 

must  be  applied  for  wirhin  what  time  for  offence  against  Merch. 

Ship.  Act 101 

CO-OBLIGOR.     (See  Bond) 

COOK  warrants  competent  skill 1008 

CO-PARCENERS,  privies  in  blood 682 

how  described  in  indictment       286 

COPY  of  public  recs.  and  docs,  how  obtained.    (See  Public  Bees.  &  Bocs.) 

1265—1302 
of  private  writings,  how  obt.     (See  Private    Writings,   Discovery) 

1519—1546 
of  documents,  when  admissible.     (See  Secondary  Evidence)     .    396 — 422 

of  foreign  or  colonial  documents,  when  admissible 1325 

Different  kinds  of  copies,  of  public  documents : — 

1.  Exemplifications  under  Great  Seal,  what,  and  how  obt.     .    .  1312,  1318 

proved  by  mere  production 1313 
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2.  Exemplifications  under  Seal  of  Court,  what,  and  when  admiss.  1313,1318 

proved  by  mere  production 1313 

3.  Office  Copies,  what 1313 

equivalent  to  original  record  in  Sup.  Ct 1313 

docum.  in  Central  Office,  proved  by 13)4 

rules  and  orders  of  Sup.  Ct.  provable  by 1314  135X 

orders  of  old  Court  of  Chancery  provable  by '  1315 

when  admissible  by  statute: — 1314 1317 

of  documents  in  Petty  Bag  office 1315  1316 

of  certificates  of  acknowl.  of  deeds  by  married  women  .  1314 

of  decisions  on  appeals  from  rev.  barrist 1314 

of  registered  bills  of  sale 1315 

of  docum.  in  registry  of  Ct.  of  Prob 1316 

these  copies  need  not  be  collated 1316 

in  Ireland,  how  far  and  when  admiss 1317 

4.  Osrii^ed  Copies,  sometimes  admissible  by  statute  l.">10,  1319,  13G4,  1367 

the  statutable  proof  cumulative,  not  substitutionary        .    .    1319 
seal,  signat.,  and  ofSc.  cliaract.  of  certifier,  need  no  proof  13,  1367 
wJiat  records  and  judicial  documen's  provable  hy. — 

records  in  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls       1310 

proceedings  of  Courts  of  Bankruptcy    ...        .  .1319 — 1323 

of  Scotch  Cts.  of  Bankruptcy  1327 

of  County  Courts    .    .  ...  .        .        1323 

of  Courts-Martial  .        .    .  1324 

convictions  under  Factories  Act 1324 

under  24  &  25  v.,  CO.  96,  97   .  .    .        .'        !    1324 

,  under  other  Acts 1324 

judgments  in  compens.  cases  under  Lands  CI.  Consol.  Act.  .    1324 

records  of  foreign  and  colonial  courts 15,16,1325 

depositions  under  Extradition  Treaties  1328 

under  Fugitive  Offenders  Act 1329,  1330 

certain  foreign  depositions,  warrants,  and  certificates    .    .    .    1328 

how  far  necessary  to  prove  the  seal,  signature,   and  official 

character  of  person  authenticating  these  last  documents  .    1329 

what  official  documents  provable  hy,  under  special  Acts  .    .    .  1367 — 1379 

regist.  of  births,  marrs.,  deaths  &  bur.  under  Eegistra.  Acts  1368, 

1370 
non-paroch.  reg.  of  births,  hapt.,marr.,  deathsand  burials  in 

custody  of  Regist.-Gen 1369 

admissible,  under  regulations,  in  civil  proceedings   .        1369 

in  crim.  cases,  origs.  must  be  produced   .        1369 

registers  of  marriages  of  British  subjects  abroad     .       .    .        1370 

of  births  and  deaths  in  Ireland 1370 

of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages  in  Scotland   .        .    1 370 

of  irregular  Scotch  marriages  . 1370 

of  Irish  marriages  kept  iu  Register  Office.  Dublin  .  1370 
letters  patent,  specifications,  &c.,  filed  in  Patent  Office  .  1371 
election  documents  relating  to  pole  deposited  in  Chancery      1371 

valuations  of  rateable  property  in  Ireland    .  1371 

valuation  lists  of  property  in  the  metropolis  .    .    .  .    .    1,371 

documents  kept  by  Registrar  of  Joint-Stock  Cos 1371 

reports  of  inspectors  under  Cos.  Act,  1862    ...  .    1,372 

copyright-books  kept  at  Stationers'  Hall 1372 

-  registers  kept  under  Naturalization  Act,  1870 1372 

regis,  of  newspaper  proprietors  kept  by  Regis,  of  Joint-Stock 

Cos 1372 

registers  of  licences  under  Licensing  Act,  1872 1372 

registers  of  British  ships 1372 
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declarations  made  under  Merchant  Ship.  Act,  as  to  owner- 
ship, measurement,  and  registry  of  ships         .        .        .    .    1372 

regulations  for  preventing  collisions  at  sea 1373 

rules  concerning  lights,  fog-signals,  steering  and  sailing  .        1373 

documents  in  Register  Office  of  seamen 1373 

Customs  copy  of  Ship.  Register,  &c 1373 

records  in  regimental  hooks  in  pursuance  of  any  Act  or  of 

Queen's  regulations,  &c.  1374 

warrants  or  orders  made  in  pursuance  of  Army  Act,  1881     .    1374 
attestation  papers  purporting  to  he  signed  by  soldiers  on  en- 

listm ....    1374 

rules  of  volunteer  corjis  approved  hy  Her  Majesty  .    .  .    1374 

rules  of  reformatory  schools,  and  industrial  schools  .    .    1375 

rules  of  loan  societies 1375 

rules  of  friendly  and  building  societies  .  1375 

rules  established  in  coal  and  other  mines 141 4 

memorials  of  banking  co-partnerships  at  ofiSce  of  Inl.  Revenue  1375 
certain  orders  by  boards  of  guardians  or  district  boards    .    .    1375 

orders,  reports,  &c.,  in  matters  of  lunacy 1376 

orders  by  Commiss.  of  public  works  in  Ireland  .  .  1376 

orders  of  detention  in  Industrial  schools  ...  .    .  1377 

awards,  orders,  &c.,  of  Inclosure  Commiss 1377 

plans  and  book  left  by  Rail.  Cos.  with  Clerk  of  Peace  .    .    .    1377 

certain  ecclesiastical  deeds  and  leases 1377 

orders  and  resolut.  of  local  authority  under  Public  Health  Act  1376 

underCon.Dis.Anim.Act  1377 

documents  of  Boards  of  Health 11,  1377 

of  Board  of  Charity  Commiss .    .    1377 

of  Tithe  Commiss 1378 

orders  for  borrowing  money  made  at  meetings  of  certain  cos.  1378 

entries  in  registers  kept  of  lodging  houses 1379 

licences  granted  by  Ir.  Commiss.  of  Fisheries  as  to  oysters  .    1379 
books  of  licences  granted  to  drivers,  conductors,  and  water- 
men of  Metropolitan  public  carriages 1379 

duplicates  of  licences  of  stage  carr.  filed  at  Office  of  In.  Rev.  1379 
how  admissible  under  Friendly  Societies  Act     .    .        .1381,1382 

5.  Examined  Copies,  what  are 1317,  1318 

it  is  not  necessary  for  witness  to  read  both  copy  and  original  1318 

must  be  accurate  and  complete 1318 

containing  abbreviat.  not  found  in  original,  inadmiss.  .    .    .    1318 
if orig.ancientorforeign, party comparingmust  understand  it  1318 

original  must  be  in  proper  custody 1318 

pi  oof  of  this 1318 

most  usual  mode  of  proving  records 1317,  1318 

and  proceedings  of  infer.  Cts.  of  Just.  .  .  .  1318,  1319 
admiss.  in  general,  though  other  copies  allowable  by  stat.  .  1319 
of  records  and  public  docs,  regarded  almost  as  primary  evid.  495 
when  such  copies  can  be  had,  parol  evidence  inadmissible  .      495 

rules  of  savings  banks  provable  by 1367 

when  admissible  of  banker's  books 1380 

■what  public  docs,  provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  under  Ld. 

Brougham's  Act: — 1364 — 1367 

records  of  foreign  and  colonial  courts 15,16,1325 

local  registers  of  bi-rths 1365 

old  bills,  answers  and  depositions  in  Chancery 1365 

parish  registers 1365 

deposit  and  transfer  books  of  the  Bank  of  England    ....    1365 
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deposit  and  transfer  books  of  the  East  India  Cotopany  .    .    .  1365 

boolts  of  Customs,  Inland  Eevenue  and  Post  Office  ....  1365 

rolls  of  Courts  Baron 1365 

admiss.,  though  not  the  copies  delivered  to  tenant  of  estate  '.  1365 

assessment  of  land  tax J3g5 

Irish  poor  law  valuations '  1366 

documents  in  office  of  land  revenue  records  and  enrolments   .        '.  1366 

registry  of  bills  of  sale  in  office  of  Q.  B.  Div 1366 

'  probably  poor-rate  books 13(3g 

perhaps,  books  kept  under  Public  Health  Act,  1875     ......  1366 

by-laws  of  rail vray  companies 1366 

.perhaps,  Middlesex  registry  of  deeds 1366 

Act  book  and  registers  in  registry  of  Prob.  Division 1366 

log  books  kept  by  masters  of  British  ships 1366 

books  of  bapt.,marr.,&  deaths  in  Indiakept  atOfif.  ofSec,  for  India  1366 

registers  of  marriages  kept  by  British  consuls  abroad 1366 

registers  of  marriages  in.Ionian  Islands 1366 

foreign  reg.  of  ma|r."Jf  required  to  be  kept 1367 

wJien  records  not  provablfby  copies: — 1311 

1.  if  issue  joined  on  nul  tie!  record,  in  certain  cases 1311 

2.  on  indict,  for  perjury  in  affidavit,  &c.,  or  forgery  of  record   .    .  1311 
wliat  official  registers  and  docs,  not  provable  by  copies,  without  account- 
ing for  non-production  of  originals- — 1359 — 1363 

certain  books  of  Cos.  kept  under  Cos.  CI.  Consol.  Act 1359 

under  Cos.  Act.  1862 1360 

docs,  proceeding  from  Commiss.  of  Railways 1360 

from  Board  of  Trade,  as  to  railways 1361 

as  to  merchant  shipping   .  1362 

from  Incorporated  Law  Society 1362 

orders,  &c.,  authorised  by  Army  Act,  1881 1361 

min.  of  proceedings  of  Metrop.  Eoard  of  Works 1363 

of  Commiss.  of  Public  Baths .  1363 

in  crim.  cas.  non-paroch.  regis,  depo.  with  Reg.  Gen 1363, 1368 

orders  of  detention  in  industrial  schools 1377 

daily  books  of  public  prisons,  it  seems 1363 

Different  kinds  of  copies  of  private  writings. — 

duplicate  originals,  what  they  are           393 

each  considered  primary  evidence 393 

connterparts,  what  they  are 393 

each,  primary  evidence  against  party  executing  that  part   .    .    .  393 

secondary,  against  party  executing  the  other  part  ....  393 
the  part  sealed  by  lessor  is  usually  deemed  the  original  as  to 

stamps 394 

as  secondary  evidence,  unstamped  counterpart  is  admissible  .    .  394 
,   whether  counterparts  signed  by  lessees  eveo  admissibl-e  for  lessor 

in  proof  of  ancient  possession  ? 394,  395 

machine  copy,  not  primary  evidence 387 

presumed  correct  in  India 387 

printed  copies,  primary  evid.  of  each  other's  contents 387 

copy  of  document,  how  far  witness  may  refresh  memory  by  ...    .  1200 

inadmissible,  unless  proved  to  be  accurate  .    .    .  496 

of  judgment  or  decree,  when  evid.  of  reputation 553 

of  old  deeds,  when  admissible 549 

of  document  admipsible,  though  illegally  procured 794 

copy  of  copy  generally  inadmissible 496 

of  docs.,  produced  to  Commis.  for  taking  deposons.,  admis.  .  467 
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COPYHOLD  PROPEETY,  presumption  respecting 229 

COPYHOLDER,  inspect,  of  Ct.  Rolls  by,  how  enforced .    1283 

depositions  by,  in  ancient  suit,  when  evidence  of  manorial  custom    540 

COPYRIGHT,  assignment  of,  to  be  in  writing 849 

need  not  be  attested  by  two  witnesses  .    .      949 

on  sale  of,  is  a  warranty  of  title  implied?  1003 

registers  of,  kept  at  Stationers'  Hall,  how  inspected 1297 

provable  by  certified  copies 1298,  1371 

admissibility  and  effect  of    .    .    .  .    .        .    .    1513 

COPYRIGHT  OF  DESIGNS,  seal  of  Registrar's  office  of,  requires  no  proof      12 

designs  kept  at  Patent  Office,  how  inspected 1298 

registrat.  and  docs,  kept  at  Patent  Office,  how  proved  .        .        .    .    1371 
proof  and  effect  of  certificates  of  registration  of 1302,  1393 

CORN,  not  within  ?  4,  of  St.  of  Frauds 893 

meaning  of,  in  bill  of  lading  may  be  explained  by  usage    ....  988 

CORNWALL,  what  deeds  must  be  enrolled  in  office  of  Duchy  of ...    .  957 

date  and  fact  of  enrollment,  how  proved 1403,  1404 

instruments  registered  in  office  of,  how  proved 1407 

records  of  Duchy  of,  where  deposited 1270 

seal  of  Duchy  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

CORONER,  power  of,  to  bind  over  witnesses  by  recognizance    ...        .    1048 

attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced 1102 

of  medical  witnesses  before,  how  enforced 1102 

remuneration  to  medical  witnesses  called  before 1102 

deposition  of  witnesses,  how  taken  by.     (See  Depositions)  .    .    .  445,  446 

how  proved 446 

inadmissible  as  secondary  evidence,  if  witness  can  be  called  .    .    .      426 
how  inability  to  call  him  may  arise.     [Bee  Secondary  Evidence)  428 — 433 

said  to  be  admissible,  though  prisoner  not  present 446 

soundness  of  this  statement  doubted 446 

exam,  of  prisoner  by,  how  taken,  and  proved,  and  effect  of  .    776, 1343 
inquest  of,  how  far  admissible  on  questions  of  sanity  .        ...        1429' 

CORPORATION,  what  contracts  by,  must  be  under  seal.  (See  Deed)  838 — 845 

may  be  by  parol 839 — 844 

appointment  of  agent  by,  to  act  in  bankruptcy  must  be  under  seal      942 

liable  in  tort  for  acts  of  servants        842 

may  sue  or  be  sued  for  use  and  occupation,  when 123,  842 

may  adopt  a  private  seal   when 170 

seal  of  corpn.  of  London  judicially  noticed 11  • 

whether  estopped  by  suing  on  contract  from  objecting  in  cross 

action  that  it  was  not  under  their  seal  ?       710 

by-laws  of  municipal,  how  proved    .    .  1415, 1416 

proceedings  of  council  of  municipal,  how  proved 1516 

must  attesting  witness  to  deeds  of,  be  called  ? 1572 

do  deeds  of,  30  years  old,  require  proof? 112 

CORPORATION  BOOKS,  inspection  of,  by  members 1283 

by  strangers 1284 

of  municipal  corporations,  inspection  of 1293 

entries  in,  of  a  public  nature,  admissible  as  official  documents  1359,  1514 
of  a  private  nature,  only  admiss.  where  members  con- 
cerned     1514 

entries  in,  seldom  admissible  for  corporation  against  stranger    .    .  1514 
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entries  in,  when  rendered  admissible  by  Stat 1514 

of  Ecclesiastical  aggregate,  admissible 604 

CORPUS  DELICTI,  when  it  need  not  be  proved 162 

whether  any  proof  of,  necessary  in  case  of  confession 744 

CORRESPONDENCE.     {See  Letters.) 

CORROBORATION.     (See  Accomplices,  Number  of  Witnesses) 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  to  corroborate  witness  ....  319,  823 
of  entries  made  in  the  course  of  office  or  business,  how  far  necessary  618 
of  evid.  furnished  by  ancient  documents,  how  far  necessary  .  .  .  585 
of  plflC.'s  testimony  in  action  for  breach  of  prom,  ot  marr.  .    .  828,  1149 

of  mother  in  affiliation  case .      827 

of  pauper  in  what  order  of  removal 828 

of  accomplice 830 — 832 

of  claimant  making  claim  on  estate  of  deceased  person 828 

in  Ecelesiast.  Cts 829 

CORRUPT  &  ILLEGAL  PRACTICES  PREVENTION  ACT,  1883.  (See 
Table  St.  i6  &  il  Y.,  c.  51.) 

offences  against,  how  affected  by  Stat,  of  Limit 101 

costs  of  prosecuting  under 1063 

defendants  and  wives  may  give  evid.  under        .  .    .  *    .        1155 

persons  charged  with  corrupt  practice  may  be  convicted  of  illegal 

practice .  ....        '.    1460 

how  witnesses  to  be  summoned  under 1092,  1124 

notices  and  documents,  how  served  under  .    .  200 

certif.  of  election  by  returning  off.,  how  proved  under    ...        .    1386 

CORRUPT  PRACTICES  PREVENTION  ACTS.     (See  7able  Si.  15  &  16 
v.,  c.  57;  17  &  18  V.  c.  102;    31  &  32  V.  c.  125.) 

costs  of  prosecuting  under 1063 

costs  of  witnesses  for  defendant  when  allowed  under  1075 

how  witnesses  to  be  summoned  under 1092,  1124 

COST-BOOK  PRINCIPLE  in  mining  partnerships,  not  j  udicially  noticed  9 

COSTS  are  now  generally  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court 55 

of  allowing  amendments  at  Nisi  Prius 253,  254 

of  suing  in  superior  courts  instead  of  inferior,  when  allowed        .        55 

in  superior  cts.  not  recoverable  without  certificate  when 55 

in  actions  with  jury,  to  follow  event  unless  judge  otherwise  orders  .  55 
interpretation  of  "  event"  which  Is  to  be  followed  by  ...  .56,  57 
Ct.  will  not  deprive  successful  litigant  of,  except  for  good  cause    .  56 

what  would  be  held  good  cause Errata 

of  witnesses.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 

of  procuring  evidence,  or  qualifying  witnesses,  when  allowed   .    .    1057 

of  prosecution,  when  allowed.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1060 — 1075 

on  what  scale,  as  fixed  by  Home  Secretary  .    1065 — 1071 

of  proving  docs,  after  notice  to  admit.     {See  Notice  to  Admit)  .    .    .      635 

of  notice  to  produce  unnecessary  documents 418 

of  proving  facts  after  notice  to  admit 637 

of  private  bills,  how  proved  by  Speaker's  certificate     ....  1391,  1392 

CO-TRESPASSERS,  declons.   of  each"  if  part  of  res  gestae,  admiss.  agst. 

all • 530,  661 

alitor,  admissions  or  narratives  of  past  events        .  ...  530 

or  declarations,  where  no  common  object  or  motive  .      530 

COUNCIL,  private  orders  of,  not  judicially  noticed 25 

COUNCILS  OF  CONCILIATION  ACT,   1867.     (See  Table  St.   30  &  31 
v.,  c.  105) 

attend,  of  witn.  before  Council,  how  enforced ...    1109 
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COUNSEL.     (See  Arrest,  Barrister,   Priviledged  Communications,  Bevising 

Barrister) 
COUNTER  CLAIM.     (See  Set-off) 
COUNTERFEIT.     (See  Coin) 

COUNTERPART,  what  it  is 393 

primary  evidence  against  party  executing  that  part 393 

secondary  evidence  against  party  executing  the  other  part  ....      393 

execution  of,  by  lessee,  when  presumed 168 

is  part  signed  by  lessee  evid.for  lessor  in  proof  of  ancient  possess.?        394 

notice  to  produce,  when  unnecessary 413 

part  sealed  by  lessor,  deemed  original  as  to  stamps 394 

as  secondary  evidence,  admissible  though  unstamped 394 

when  copy  admissible,  though  counterpart  in  existence 494 

COUNTER  PRESUMPTIONS,  effect  of , 134 

COUNTIES,  how  far  judicially  noticed 23,  24 

boundaries  of,  not  judicially  noticed 24 

provable  by  reputation 542 

COUNTY  COURTS,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

powers  of  amendment  in 254,  255 

orders  for  examination  of  witnesses  before  trial 470 

interrogatories  in 486 — 489 

allowance  to  witnesses  in Appendix 

attend,  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced     .    .  1106 1107 

when  in  custody,  how  enforced  .  1089 

parties  to  record,  and  their  wives  admissible  witnesses  in       .    .        1143 

proof  of  records  of,  and  proceedings!  in 1323 

rules  as  to  notices  to  admit  in  .    ^ 643 

inspection  of  documents,  how  enforced  in 1541 — 1544 

as  to  reading  docs. ,  in  trials  in 1591 

powers  of  discovery  in 1541 — 1544 

plaintiff  cannot  split  cause  of  action  in 1455,  1456 

judge  of,  need  not  be  subpoenaed  to  produce  notes,  on  trial  of  in- 
dictment for  perjury  committed  before  him ^ .      385 

not  bound  to  take  notes .    .    .  "'       385 

registers  of,  now  grant  replevin  bonds 1571 

new  trial,  when  granted  on  appeal  to  High  Court 1594 

COURSE  OF  OFFICE  OR  BUSINESS, 

presumption  from  usual 194 — 202 

usual,  question  for  jury 52 

declarations  in,  when  and  why  admissible 612 — 620 

examples 612 — 614 

disinclination  to  extend  the  rule 614 

legislative  recognition  of  rule 615 

death,  hand  writ,  and  offic.  charac.  of  party  making  entry  must  be 

proved .    .      616 

must  appear  that  he  had  no  motive  to  mis-state .      616 

that  entry  was  made  in  course  of  duty 615,  618 

that  party  making  it  had  personal  knowl.offacts  stated     614 
that  entry  was  made  contemporaneously  with  facts 

stated 616 

not  evidence  of  independent  matters 616 

how  far  corroborative  evidence  necessary 618 

not  necessary  to  show  that  better  evidence  is  unattainable  ....      619 

rule  applies  to  oral  statements 620 

entries  made  by  party  in  his  own  shop-book  admiss.  in  America,  when    620 

in  English  High  Court,  when 622 

so  by  the  Roman,  French,  and  Scotch  law  622,  623 
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COURSE  OF  OFFICE  OR  BUSINESS— conWnMed. 

this  rule  beneficial 624 

is  not  recognised  at  common  law 620 

is  by  Statute,  semble 620 622 

COURT.     {SeeJfidge) 

COURT  OF  ARCHES.     (See  EccUsiastical  Courts) 
COURT  OF  BANKRUPTCY.     (See  Bankruptcy  Courts) 
COURT  OF  BANKRUPTCY  IN  IRELAND.     (See  Bankruptcy  and  In- 
solvency, Court  of,  in  Ireland) 

COURT  FOR  DIVORCE  &  M  ATRI.  CAUSES.   (See  Divorce  &  Matri.  Causes) 

COURTS  BARON,  judgments  in,  how  proved .  1336,  1340 

rolls  of,  how  proved '  1365 

COURTS  OF  EQUITY.     (See  Chancery  Division) 

COURTS  OF  LAW.     (See  Inferior  Courts,  Judicature  Acts,  Supreme  Court) 

superior,  judges  of,  and  proceedings  in,  judicially  noticed  .  .  25,  26 

seals  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

seals  of  old,  judicially  noticed ■ 10 

signature  of  judges  of,  when  judicially  noticed       .    .    .    .14,17,18 

jurisdiction  of,  when  presumed 107 

writs  of,  presumed  to  be  duly  issued         107,  108 

rules  of,  provable  by  ofEice  copies 1311,  1351 

witn. ,  parties,  counsel,  &  solic.  attend,  free  from  arrest.     (See' 

Arrest)     1126—1136 

witnesses.how  made  to  attend.  (See  Attend,  of  Witnesses)  1047 — 1125 
records  of,  twenty  years  old,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls  .  .  1268 
inspection,  proof,  admissibility,  and  effect  of  records  of.     (See 

Public  Records  and  Documents) 
may  enforce  discovery  by  interrogat. ,  when.     (See  Parlies)  471 — 475 
COURTS-MARTIAL.     (See  Army  Act,  1881) 

enforcing  attendance  of  witnesses  before 1098,  1099 

witnesses,  &c.,  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest       .        .    .    1130 

copies  of  trials  by,  when  demandable 1276 

proceedings  of,  how  proved     .    .  .  1323,  1324 

what  rules  of  evidence  adopted  in ...  69,  70 

when  defend,  in,  may  give  evid.  on  oath ....    1155 

certificates  of  conviction  or  acquittal,  proof  and  effect  of  .        .  1385,  1386 

are  sentences  of,  judgments  in  rem?  .  1431 

COURTS  OF  PROBATE.     (See  Probate,  Court  of) 

COURT  ROLLS,  inspection  cf,  who  entitled  to,  and  how  obtained   .        .    1283 

regarded  as  public  documents 1358 

provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  ...  .    .  .    .    1365 

admissibility  of,  as  hearsay  .    .  550 

in  other  cases 1506,  1507 

COURT  OF  VICE-WARDEN  OF  STANNARIES.     (See  Stannaries) 

COUSINS,  meaning  of 185 

COVENANT,  breach  of,  when  waived,  by  suing  or  distr.  or  accept,  rent  698,  699 

by  having  misled  opponent    .    .    .      728 
when  not  waived  by  passive  acquiescence  .    .  700,  701 

cannot  be  discharged  by  parol 972 

in  action  on,  paym.  into  court  admits  deed,  though  execution  is  denied  1570 
when  covenantee  may  sue  for  breach  of, though  he  has  not  exted.  deed     879 

COVENANTER,  Scotch,  how  sworn 1179,  1180 

COVERTURE.     (See  Husband  and  Wife) 
COVIN.     (See  Fraud) 
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CRASSA  NEGLIGENTIA.     (See  Oross  Negligence) 

CREDIT,  defence  of  unexpired,  was  available  under  never  indebted     .  293 

of  another,  representations  respecting,  must  be  by  writing  signed       933 

this  law"  extended  to  Scotland  by  19  &  20  V.,  c.  60,  s.  6  .    .      933 

CREDITOP  WITNESSES,  their  demeanour  good  test  of 75 

how  impeached  by  cross-examihp,tion.     (See  Wilnesses)  .    .    .  1227 — 1236 
how  impeached  by  other  means.     (See  Witnesses)    .    .    .  1237 — 1259 

how  supported ■  .   1259—1263 

how  far  party  may  discredit  his  own  witness.   (See  Wilnesses)  1217,  1218 

CREDITORS,  defeat  of,  by  fraudulent  deed,  when  presumed  106,  107,  170,  171 

resolutions  passed  at  meeting  of,  how  proved .    1322 

agents  of,  in  bankruptc}',  how  proved   .        .    .        .  943 

CREDULITY,  implanted  in  our  natui'e 73 

found  in  excess  among  partisans 79 

unbounded,  the  attribute  cf  weak  minds 81 

CREW.     (See  Seaman  Ship) 

itomp.  witn.  when,  in  court-martial  for  loss  of  ship 1155 

liability  of  shipowners  for  injuries  sustained  by     .    .        .    .  .    1007 

CRIMES,  witnesses  no  longer  incompetent  from  1142 

what  are  local 276,  277 

infant  under  7,  incapable  of  committing 127 

between  7  &  14,  prima  facie  presumed  incapable       ....      208 

this  presumption  in  practice  disregarded 208 

commun.  by  client  to  solicitor  for  crim.purp.  ,how  far  admiss.  784,  794,  799 

presumption  of  guilt  from  possession  of  instruments  for  committing    349 

from  other  causes        .  .  ....  134 — 141 

how  far  rebutted  by  the  presump.  of  innocence     134 

CRIMES'  PREVENTION  ACT,  1871.     (See  Table  St.  34  &  35  V.,  c.  112) 

CRIMINAL  CONVERSATION.     (See  Adultery) 

CRIM.  INTENT  must  be  proved,  when  act  bee.  crim.  if  done  with  such  139,  140 
will  be  presumed,  when  act  in  itself  unlawful  139 

CRIMINAL  PROCEED.,  what  will  render  defts.  incompt.  witn.     .  1153—1156 

all  defts.  in  should  be  compet.  witn 1156,  1157 

new  rules  relating  to  discov.  &insj)ect.  do  not  apply  to  .    .    .    1523 

when  admissions  in.  are  not  evidence .    .    .061,662 

CRIMINATION,  witness  not  compellable  to  criminate  himself       .  1242 — 1249 

excuses  the  production  of  documents 419,  1524 

protection  how  far  recognised  in  bankrupt  law 1249 

CROPS,  growing,  when  within  H  of  Stat,  of  Frauds 892—894 

presumption  as  to  title  of  executor  to 184 

title  of  lessee  to  away-going,  may  be  proved  by  usage  .        .    .        .      995 

CROSS-ACTION,  judgment  when  not  conclusive  in 1453 

opposite  verdicts  are  sometimes  given  in 1452 

CROSS-EXAMINATION.     (See  Witnessm) 

party,  against  whom  depos.,  aflfidav.,or  ans.  offered,  must  have  had 

right  of        424,  438,  508 

need  not  have  exercised  the  right   .      424 

CROWN,  public  acts  of,  how  proved.     (See  Sovereign)    .    .    .    .4,5,  1304,  1305 

prerogatives  of,  judicially  noticed ....  4 

grants  from,  when  presumed .        .  153 — 155 

how  proved ...    1304 

presumption  as  to  charter  of 108 

law  officers  of,  when  entitled  to  reply 364 

land  revenues  of,  can  only  be  dealt  with  by  deeds  enrolled  ....      956 
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CROWN  DEBTORS,  index  to,  kept  in  Central  Office  of  Sup.  Ct  .    .    .    1280 

right  to  inspect  index  to 1280 

CROWN-OFFICE,  Subpoenas  from,  may  issue  to  any  part  of  England    .    1079 

now  forms  part  of  Central  Office  of  Sup.  Ct 1079 

when  justices  should  have  recourse  to  subpoenas  from  .    .    .    1079,  1121 
CROWN-OFFICE  ACT,  1877.     (See  Talle  Stat,  40  &  41  V.,  c.  41) 

rules  made  under,  judicially  noticed 26 

CROWN  SUITS  ACT,  1865.     (See  Tai^e^;.  28  &  29  V.,  c.  104) 

documents  under,  when  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved  .    .        18 

CRUELTY  of  husband,  question  for  jury 59 

to  animals,  on  charge  of,  how  Js.  can  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  '.    .    1121 
CUMULATIVE  allegations  need  not  be  proved.     (See  Variance)  .    .    269 — 274 
this  rule  recognised  in  Naval  Discipline  Act  .  ...      273 

this  rule  recognised  in  courts-martial  under  Army  Act 

1881 .      273 

methods  of  proof,  when  afforded  by  stat.  .    .  ...    1319 

'      legacies,  rule  respecting  .        961    1042 

CURATOR  BONIS  of  Scotch  lunatic  may  sue  here  for  debts  due  to  estate  1483 

CUSTODY  of  privy  or  agent  is  custody  of  party  or  principal 407 

what  is  proper,  of  instrument 397—402,  581—585 

question  forjudge 36 

places  of  proper,  of  lost  instruments,  must  be  searched  ....  397 — 402 
ancient  documents  must  come  from  proper  .......  Ill,  581,  582 

of  docum.,  when  it  must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evid 584,  585 

what  sufficient  to  justify  order  for  inspection  .    .  1533,  1534 

mutilated  documents,  when  admissible,  if  coming  from  proper  .    .    1563 

of  Master  of  Rolls,  what  documents  are  in,  and  where  kept  .  1268 — 1270 

attend,  of  person  in,  as  witn.,  enforced  by  hab.  corpus  .  ' .   .    1084,  1095 

by  warrant  or  order  of  judge,  when  ....    1088 

how  enforced  in  Ireland 1088 

how  enforced  in  county  courts 1089 

illegal,   confession  made  during,  whether  admissible  .    .        .  758 

CUSTOMS,  when  provable  by  hearsay 539 — 543 

when  iudieially  noticed 5 — 9 

reasonableness  of,  question  for  judge 54 

of  one  manor  inadmissible  evid.  of  customs  in  another 307 

except  after  proof  of  suiBcient  connection 307.  308 

when  verdicte  and  judgments  inter  alios  admissible  to  prove  .    .    .    1437 

of  country,  meaning  of,  with  reference  to  good  husbandry  ....    1011 

evidenceof,  how  far  admissible  to  explain  lease  995, 1010,1011 

CUSTOM-HOUSE  books,  inspection    of 1287 

provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  .    .  1365 

what  certificates  of,  inadmissible  as  public  documents 1355 

when  appointment  of  officers  of,  presumed  from  acting 188 

condemnation  of  property  by  Commiss.  of,  judgment  in  rem.     .        1430 

orders  of  Commiss.  of,  must  be  signed  by  two  Commiss 945 

CUSTOMS'   ACTS,  limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under    ...    94,  98 
offenders  against,  must  be  indicted  or  sued  within  three  years  .   98,  99 

are  competent  witnesses,  when  defts 1154 

persons  accused  under,  presumption  against 137,350 

must  justify  their  conduct 350 

condemnation  under,  how  proved  .    .  1324 

CYPHER,  writing  in,  parol  evidence  admissible  to  explain 986 

DAMAGES,  when  character  admissible  to  effect.     (See  Character)  ,    .  334 — 339 

plaintiff  seeking  substantial  unliquidated,  must  begin 357 
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DAMAGES — continued. 

meaning  and  extent  of  this  rule 358,  aoS 

deft.,  allowed  to  reduce,  by  showing  breach  of  warranty  or  contract 

in  suit  for  goods  sold  with  warranty,  or  work  done  by  contract  1451 

laid  in  statement  of  claim,  can  they  be  increased? 248 

if  special  damage  laid,  how  far  necessary  to  prove 274 

DANGEROUS  PERFORMANCE, 

person  employing  child  in,  must  prove  age  of  child 353 

DANIEL  detected  perjury  of  judges  by  examining  them  apart 1194 

DATE,   presumption  that  instruments  were  executed  on  day  of  ...    .      186 
exceptions  to  this  rule: — 186,  187 

1.  when  to  prove  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  a  writing  is  put  in 

signed  by  bankrupt,   dated  before  bankruptcy  ...        ...      186 

2.  when  in  petition  for  dam.  on  ground  of  adultery,  letters  are  put 

in  to  prove  terms  on  which  husband  and  wife  lived  .    186,  187,  518 

3.  when  indorsement  of  part  payment  by  deceased  obligee  of  bond 

is  put  in  by  his  representatives  to  bar  St.  of  Limit.  .    187,  605 — 611 
deeds  of  even,  presumed  executed  in  order  supporting  intent  .    .    .      169 

of  bill,  noproof  of  acceptance  at  that  time 187 

evidence  respecting,   liable  to  error 88 

averment  of,  generally  immaterial  . 275,  278 

wrong,   can  he  amended,-  when 248 

of  record,   conclusively  proved,  by  production  of  record 1422 

alteration  of,  in  instrument,  after  completion,  when  fatal  .    .    .        1548 
as  recited  in  deed,  will,  or  order,  may  be  contradicted  by  parol  .      979 
DAUGHTER.     (See  Seduction) 
DAY,  allegation  of  a  wrong  or  impossible,  in  iudlctm.  immaterial.     (See 

Date) 275 

meaning  of,  in  bill  of  lading,  may  be  proved  by  usage 988 

DAYS  OF  GRACE  allowed  in  different  countries  on  bills  of  exchange  993,  994 

may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence 993 

abolished  in  England,  in  case  of  certain  bills 993 

DEAF  AND  DUMB  WITNESSES  competent,  if  proved  to  have  capacity  1170 

examination  how  taken  ;    .    1170 

instance  of  trial  where  all  witn.   were 1170 

DEALING,  presumptions  from  ordinary  course  of 194 — 202 

previous,  between  parties,  when  admiss.  to  explain  contract  .    .    .    1012 
DEATH.     (See  Life,  Survivorship.) 

when  presumed 216 — 222 

is  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  evidence  of? 1432 

provable  by  parol,  though  registered 386 

inspection  of  registers  of,  under  Registr.  Acts 1290 

of  non-parochial  regist.  of,  in  custody  of  Regist.-Gen.  .    1291 

proof  of  registers  of,  under  Registr.  Acts 1367,  1368 

of  non-par.  regis,  of,  in  civil  cases.     (See  Non-Parochial  Beg- 

isters) 1368 

in  criminal  cases     ...'....     1363,  1368 

of  Indian  registers  of 1366 

of  Scotch  registers  of,  since  1854 1370 

of  Irish  registers  of 1370 

admissibility  and  effect  of  registers  of 1508 

terminates  contract  of  personal  service,  when 1008,1009 

of  attesting  witness,  lets  in  proof  of  his  signature  .    .    .        .     1571,1572 
of  witness,   lets  in  his  depositions.      (See  Secondary  Enid.)     .    . 

398,  434,  447,  467 

of  witness  under  examination,  effect  of 1256 
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DEATH — eoniinued. 

of  declarant,  necessary  to  let  in  declarations  in  matters  of  pedigree  .     565 

also  in  delarations  against  pecuniary  interest 588 

in  declarations  against  proprietary  Interest,  how  far  600,  601 
in  declarations  in  course  of  office  or  business  .    .      616,  620 

in  dying  declarations 628 

sense  of  impending,  neces.  to  let  in  dying  declon.     (See  Dying  De- 
dans.)           628 

fact  and  time  of,  questions  of  pedigree 565 

place  of,  how  far  question  of  pedigree 569 

of  client,  does  not  release  solicitor  from  rule  as  to  privil.  communic.  798 
of  husband,  does  it  release  wife  from  rule  as  to  confid.  communic.  ?    782 

of  seamen,  how  proved 1510 

DEATH-BED  DECLAEATIONS.     {^ee  Dying  Declarations)  .    .    .    .      625—632 

DEBENTURES,  inspection  of  registers  of 1296 

how  issued  under  Mortgage  Debenture  Acts 848 

under  Local  Loans  Act    ...  849 

how  transferred ; 849 

not  negotiable  at  common  law 849 

of  railways,  not  an  interest  in  lands 891 

term  used  in  will  does  not  include  debenture  stock 185 

DEBENTURE  STOCK  of  railw.  not  an  interest  in  lands 891 

not  included  in  the  term  "debentures,"  when 185 

DEBT,  witness  disobeying  subpoena  liable  to  action  of 108.3 

witness  must  answer,  though  he  exposes  himself  to  action  of  .  .  .  1252 
contr.  by  inf.,  could  only  have  been  rat.  after  full  age  by  signed  writ.     932 

but  cannot  now  be  ratified  at  all 932 

judgment  against  one  joint  debtor,  even  without  satisfaction,  may 

be  pleaded  and  proved  in  bar  by  another 1443 

judg.  agst.  joint,  and  sev.  deb.,  tvith  satis.,  maybe  plea,  asestop.  by 

other s ....    1444 

action  of,  on  foreign  judgment,  when  maintainable 1445 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought 92,  93,  98,  607 

taken  outof  St.  of  Lim.  by  part-paym.or  written acknow.605, 656,921 — 931 

payment  of,  when  presumed .      196,  197 

by  garnishee  under  attachnient,  effect  of  .  1444,  1445 

satisfaction  of,  by  legacy,  when  presumed  .    .  ....      1043,  1044 

assignment  of,  when  allowable 849 

DEBTOR, 

and  wife  may  be  examined  on  oath  by  Ct.  of  Bkptcy,  when  .    .    .  1182 

on  exam,  bound  to  answer  all  questions,  crirninative  or  not        .    .  1249 

DEBTORS  AGT,  1869,  The     (See  Table  Si.  32  &  33  V.,  c.  62) 

costs  of  witn,  when  allowed  in  prosecution  under     ....      1064,  1075 

form  of  indictm.  for  offences  under 284 

presumptions  in  prosecutions  under 352 

extended  to  offences  under  Bankruptcy  Act.  1883 284 

DECEPTION.     {See  Fraud.) 

DECLARANT  must  have  competent  knowledge 540,  589,  614,  615 

his  relationship  must  be  proved  in  matters  of  pedigree 560 

DECLARATION  OF  WAR  by  home  goven. ,  how  proved 1305 

by  foreign  govern.,  how  proved  and  admissibil.  of 1418 

DECLARATIONS  admissible  :— 

1.  in  matters  of  pub.  &gen.int.  {See  Public  &  Gen.  Int.,  Lis  Wota)  537 — 559 

2.  of  pedigree.     (See  Pedigree  Lis  Mota) 560—579 

3.  of  ancient  possession.     (See  Ancient  Possession) 580 — 587 

4.  against  interest.     (See  Interest) 588 — 611 
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5.  in  course  of  office  or  business.   (See  Course  of  Office  or  Businees)  612 — 624 

6.  dying  declarations'.     (See  Dying  Declarations) 625 — 632 

7.  as  forming  part  of  the  res  gestas.     (See  Hearsay  Res  Gestss)    .  519 — 524 

of  intention,  generally  inadmissible  to  explain  writings 1022 

except  1.  when  deed  or  will  impeached  on  ground  of  fraud  or  forgery    967 

2.  when  description  alike  applicable  to  two  subjects    .    .    .    1026 

3.  to  rebut  an  equity.     (See  Mebutting  an  Equity)  .    .    1042 — 1046 
admissible  to  prove  contents  of  lost  will 1023 

to  prove  constituent  parts  of  existing  will 1023 

when  admissible,  it  matters  not  when  and  how  made 1028 

when  the  word  includes  oral,  as  well  as  written  statements    .    .    .      591 

made  under  Naturalization  Act,  1870,  how  proved 1391 

when  substituted  for  oaths 1176,1181,1182 

DECREE.     (See  Public  Becords  and  Documents,  Chancery  Division) 

when  evidence  in  nature  of  reputation 551 — 554 

DEDICATION  to  public  of  highway,  what  constitutes 154 

when  presumed 154 

DEED,  when  .must  be  attested.     (See  Attesting  Witness) 

presumed  executed  on  good  consideration 110,969 

parol  evidence,  when  admissible  to  show  real  consideration  of    .    .      969 

when  presumed  fraudulent  under  St.  13  El.  c.  5 170,  171 

under  bankrupt  law 106,  107 

when  equity  presumes  against  deeds  of  gift 172 

e.g.,  if  fiduciary  relation  subsists  between  the  parties   ......      172 

presumed  executed  on  day  of  date 1 86 

deeds  of  even  date,  presumed  executed  in  order  to  support  intent    1S9 

kiiowledge  of  contents  of,  when  presumed 170 

cannot  be  executed  by  infant 128 

except  marriage  settlements,  when    .      128 

enrolment  of,  when  necessary 955 — 958 

when  allowable 958,  959 

effect  of  omiting 958 

how  proved.     (See  Enfolment)    . 1403 — 1410 

contents  of,  when  provable  by  copy  of  Enrolment.     (See  Enrolment) 
reasonableness  of  covenants  or  powers  in,  question  for  judge  .    .    .        54 

registration  of,  in  Ireland,  proof  and  effect  of 1408,  1409 

due  execution  and  delivery  of,  when  presumed 169 

whether  delivered  as  an  escrow,  question  for  jury 58 

what  a  sufficient  sealing  of   .    .    . 169 

need  not  be  signed  under  St.  of  Frauds 855,  870 

thirty  years  old  requires  no  proof 111,1567 

whether  this  rule  applies  to  deeds  of  corporation 112 

estoppels  by.     (See  Estoppels) 114 — 122 

waiver  or  release  of,  can  only  be  effected  by  deed 972 

admission  in,  how  far  binding 735 

receipts  indorsed  on,  effect  of 736 

description  in,  party  not  estopped  from  disputing 118 

recitals  in,  how  far  party  estopped  from  disputing 119,  120 

when  evidence  of  reputation 549 

recitals  of  formal  matters  in,  when  liable  to  contradiction  by  parol     979 

recited  date  of,  when  liable  to  contradiction  by  parol 979 

recitals  in  family  deeds  and  marr.  settlements,  when  evid.  in  mat- 
ters of  pedigree 573 

alterations  in,  presumed  made  before  execution 181,1547 

material  alterations  in,  after  execution,  when  fatal.    (See  Alteration)  1548 
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blanks , in,  may  be  filled  up  after  execntion, -when 1560—1563 

identity  of,  may  be  proved  by  parol  in  trover  for 379 

in  indictment  for  larceny  of  .      379 

what  transactions  must  be  evidenced  by  ; —      835 — 853 

incorporeal  rights 835 

party  enjoying  right  nofprotected  from  liability  by  absence  of    836 
transfer  of  personal  property,  when  and  when  not    ....  837,  838 

debentures,  when  and  when  not 848   849 

what  contracts,  by  corporations '  838 

by  trading  corporations 839 

when  absence  of,  will  not  protect  corporation 839 — 845 

distinction  between  executed  and  executory  contracts     .    .    .      844 

contracts  under  Companies  Acts,  1862,  1867  ....  846 848 

Public  Health  Act,  1875 848 

when  agents  must  be  appointed  by 845 

transfer  of  shares  under  Comp.  CI.  Consol.  Act  .        ....  845,  846 

sale  or  mortgage  of  a  ship        849   850 

apprenticeship  to  sea-service '  940 

conveyances  under  7  &  8  V.,  c.  76 .    .    '.      851 

feoffments,  partitions,  exchanges,  leases,  assignments,  and  sur- 
renders under  8  &  9  V.,  c.  106       851,852 

certificate  of  acknowledgment  of;  by  married  woman,   how  proved  1314 

DEFAMATION".     (See  LibeL)     Suits  for,  abolished  in  Ecclesiastical  Cts.     829 

DEFAULT,  judgment  by,  admission  of  right  of  action 106 

suffered  by  exor.  or  admor.,  admits  assets 711,  712 

DEFECTS  in  proceedings,  in  civil  causes,  may  be  amended  ....      235 — 255 

in  pleading,  when  cured  by  verdict 109 

inlaw  of  evid.     (See  Suggestions  for  amending  the  Law  of  JEvid.) 

DEFENDANT,  competent  witness  for  himself  in  civil  causes 1145 

compellable  to  testify  for  opponent  in  civil  causes 1145 

may  be  examined  by  plaintiff  prior  to  trial.     (See  Interrogatories) 

if  charged  with  indict,  offence,  incompet.  for  or  against  himself.    1151 

so,  also,  if  charged  with  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction  1151 

in  such  cases  incompetent  for  or  against  co-defendant 1152 

unless  noil.  pros,  be  entered,  or  witn.  be  acquitted 1152 

how  far  competent  in  other  trials.     {See  Competency)  .    .    .    .1153 — 1156 

DEGRADE,  how  far  witn.  bound  to  answ.  questions  to.     (See  Witns. ) 

1249—12.51 

DELAY  in  claiming  rights,  presumption  from 160 

statements  tending  to  cause,  may  be  struck  out  of  pleadings     .    .      237 
DELIVERY  of  deed,  presumption  of 170 

of  goods,  within  what  hours  must  be  made 47   48 

of  goods,  presumption  respecting 196 

of  goods  to  vendee's  carrier,  when  acceptance  within  gt.  of  Frauds    899 

of  goods,  what  amounts  to  constructive 895 — 900 

of  chattel,  when  necessary  to  render  gift  irrevocable    ,  .    .    .    .  837 

of  an  account,  how  far  binding  as  an  admission  that  no  more  is  due    736 
of  letter  by  post.     (See  Post) 

DEMAND,  plaintiff  cannot  split  his 1454—1456 

stale,  presumption  against 160,  620,  621 

of  rent,  within  what  hours  it  must  be  made        46   47 

will  it  waive  a  notice  to  quit  ? 698,  699 
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DEMAND  AND  REFUSAL,  presumptive  evidence  of  conversion  ...  195 
necessary  before  court  will  order  inspection  of  documents  .  .  1288,  1289 
verbal  demand  provable,  though  written  demand  also  made  .    .    .      385 

notice  to  produce  written  demand  unnecessary 414 

DEMEANOUR  of  witness,  test  of  his  credibility 75 

DEMISE  of  incorporeal  rights  must  be  by  deed         835 

of  real  property,  what  incidents  annexed  to 1001 

in  writing  not  provable  by  parol 374 

DEMONSTRATION  unattainable  in  judicial  investigation 1 

DEMURRER,  no  amendment  formerly  allowable,  if  grounds  for  ....      251 

what  it  used  to  admit  in  chancery 714 

proceedings  substituted  by  new  rules  for  the  old  proe.  by  .  .  .  714 
DENIAL  at  trader's  house  of  his  being  at  home,  original  evidence  ...  514 
DENMAN'S  ACT.  (See  Tahle  St.6&7  V.,  c.  85)  its  provisions  .  1140—1143 
DENTIST'S  ACT,  1878.     (See  Table  St.  41  &  42  V.,  c.  33.) 

notices  under,  may  be  sent  by  post    .    .  .  199 

DENTIST  cannot  recover  charges  unless  registered  as  medical  practi- 
tioner      192 

registration,  how  proved 1398 

DEPOSIT,  place  of.     (See  Custody 399—401,  581—584 

DEPOSITIONS  in  former  suit,  when  second,  evidence.   (See  Second  Evid. ) 

423—428,  441,  442 
in  s^me  suit,  when  substituted  for  viva  voce  evid.   {^eeSecond  Evid. ) 

449—493,  1494 

only  evid.  when  parties  making,  not  producible _.    .  365,  467 

when  evid.  against  deponent  in  crim.  trial  as  a  sworn  confession  .      774 
when  evid.  though  informally  taken,  as  admissions  by  deponent  1494 

or  to  contradict  or  impeach  witness 1494 

when  admiss.  against  strangers  as  reputation 550,  1494 

foreign  &  colon.,  when  admiss.  in  caseof  pris.  esoap.  into  this  coun- 
try   1329 

generally  open  to  what  objections 491,  492 

answers  to  leading  questions  will  be  suppressed 492 

so,  statements  as  to  contents  of  documents  not  produced     .  .      493 

must  be  taken  in  relation  to  our  rules  of  law 466,493 

when  parol  evid.  of  statement  of  witness  is  excluded  by  .    .    .    372,  495 

is  not  excluded  by  .    .    .      385 

when  memory  of  witness  may  be  refreshed  by 1202 

when  witness  may  be  contradicted  by,  in  civil  causes  .    .        .  1236 — 1239 

in  criminal  cases     .    .  1239 — 1241 
taken  before  Justices  on  charge  of  felony  or  misdemeanor  : —      433 — 445 

enactments  respecting  .  •. 433  442 

doubts  arising  on  enactment  of  11  &  12  V.,  c.  42  .    .      434 — 440 

statutable  form  of 433 

mode  of  taking 437 — 439 

accused  must  be  charged  with  indictable  offence    ....      437 

witness  must  be  sworn  in  presence  of  accused 438 

examined  in  like  presence 438 

,  opportunity  for  cross-examination 438 

whole  reduced  to  writing,  not  merely  what  is  material    .      438 

taken  down  in  first  person  in  words  of  witness 438 

read  over  to  witness  and  signed  by  him 438 

signed  by  Justice '  433,  440 

transmitted  to  Court 438 

if  witn.  be  a  child  or  of  weak  intel.,  ques.  and  ans.  shd.  be  taken 
down 439 
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how  If  taken  in  absence  of  accused  and  read  over  in  his  presence    439 

how  if  witness  too  ill  to  have  examination  completed 440 

how  they  should  be  entitled     ...  ....  .      440 

one  caption  sufficient    ....  .  ....      440,  768 

mode  of  proving 436,  441,  1341 

handwriting  of  Justice  need  not  be  proved  .    .  .      441 

of  disproving       ...  .      437 

admissibility  of .    .  .      433 — 436 

if  witness  dead  or  too  ill  to  travel .      435 

suffering  under  temporary  indisposition  .  435 

what  proof  of  sickness  necessary  .    .  441 

permanently  insane     .    .    .  435 

kept  out  of  the  way 434 

decision  of  judge  as  to  these  facts,  generally  conclusive  460 

may  have  been  taken  on  a  charge  technically  different   .    .  425,  441,  442 

prisoners  are  entitled  to  inspect,  at  trial 1273,1274 

may  demand  copies  of,  on  paym.ent  of  small  sum     .  1274 

when  this  demand  must  be  made 1274 

is  convict  entitled  to  copy  of,  in  order  to  assign  perjury?     .  1274 

are  rules  as  to  cross-exam.  Witn.  respecting,  still  in  force?  ,  .  1239 

ofwitnessesunder  30&31  v.,  c.  35,s.  6  .        ...  .442 

taken  before  Coroner — mode  of  taking 445,  446 

so  much  evidence  as  is  material  must  be  taken  down  ,       .  445,  446 
must  be  certified  and  subscribed  by  coroner  .        .  445 

narrative  may  be  drawn  in  third  person       .    .  446 

witness  not  required  to  sign 446 

how  proved .  446 

said  to  be  admissible,  though  prisoner  absent  446 

this  doctrine  doubted .  446 

taken  in  Bankruptcy,  proof  and  admiss.  of    .    .  .  447 

as  a  confession  in  criminal  proceedings     .  774 

taken  in  Irel .  on  crim.  charge,  effect  of,  if  witn .  murd . ,  maim . ,  or  secreted     447 
taken  in  India  in  cases  of  misdemeanor  committed  there       .      448 — 450 

how  proved 1330 

in  civil  actions,  the  causes  of  which  have  arisen  there  .    .    .      450 
taken  in  the  Colonies  in  cases  of  misdemeanor  against  slave  trade      451 

how  proved 1330 

of  misdemeanors  by  officers  abroad  in  public  service 450 

taken  under  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  s.  1,  or  3  &  4  V.,  c.  105   .  451,  452,  1]]0,  1342 
taken  under  Ord.  XXXVII.  of  the  rules  of  the  Sup.  Ct.,  1883  .  452—461 

must  be  taken  down  in  writing 458 

in  the  presence  of  the  examiner  or  off.  of  the  Ct.     .  .    .      458 

so  as  to  represent  the  statement  of  witness  ....  459 

must  be  read  over  to  the  witness 459 

must  be  signed  by  him  in  presence  of  parties  .  .    .    .  459 

course  to  be  pursued  by  examiner  when  questions  objected  to     459 

orig.  depositions  to  be  signed  by  examiner '  459 

to  be  transmitted  by  him  to  the  Central  Office  .        .    .      459 

to  be  filed  in  Central  Office  ....  459 

'    not  admissible  without  consent  of  party  against  whom  same 

is  offered,  unless  Court  so  directs .      460 

or  unless  deponent  is  dead       .    .      460 

or  beyond  the  jurisdic.  of  the  Ct .    .      460 

or  unable  from  sickness  or  infirmity  to  attend  .      460 

order  will  not  be  made  till  after  issue  joined  .   .    .  462 

except  in  very  special  case       .    .  ...      461,462 

may  be  made  prospectively  with  reference  to  new  trial    .    .    .      463 
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on  what  affidavit  motion  should  be  founded 463 

commiss.  maybe  ord.  to  exam,  parties  to  record  if  resid.  abroad  464 

but  motion  for  this  purpose  not  lightly  entertained       .    .  465 

how  proved ■              ...          491,  1342,  1343 

when  admissible .                   •            •  467 

1.  if  opposite  party  consents    .               .    .                   .    .  467 

2.  if  deponent  dead ...            .            .        .  467 

3.  if  out  of  jurisdiction .  467 

4.  if  unable  to  attend  trial  from  sickness  or  infirmity    .            .  467 
how  far  these  rules  are  absolutely  binding  now          .            .    .  467 

evidence  on  these  points  addressed  to  judge 467 

can  affidavits  be  substituted  for  viv4  voce  testimony?  ....      468 
commissions  to  take,  may  be  granted  by  Probate  and  Divorce  Divis.     469 

corresponding  courts  in  Irel.     469 
by  Cts.  of  Bkrptcv      .        .      470 
by  County  Courts      .    .  470,  471 
power  of  courts  of  law  to  order  examination  of  parties  before  trial. 

(See  Interrogatories) .  471 — 486 

how,  if  transmitted  home  through  the  Post-office  .  ....    1342 

taken  in  action  to  perpetuate  testimony  ...  .  489,  490 

taken  in  aid  of  suite  in  foreign  Cts 1112 — 1116 

in  Colonial  Cte 1115 

taken  under  Merch.  Ship.  Act  abroad, how  proved,and  whenadmiss.  1330 
taken  under  special  commissions,  how  proved  ...        .    1341 

taken  in  Chancery,  how  proved  ....  .  .  1340 

if  ancient  .        .  ....  ...    1345 

foreign,  how  proved  under  Extradition  Act     .  ....        1328 

DEPEIVATIONjSentence  of,  conclusive  on  strangersas  a  judgmentin  rem.  1431 

DEPUTY  CTY.  CT.  JUDGE  presumed  to  have  been  properly  appointed 

when  .    .  , 187 

DERELICTIOlN,  presumption  against,  as  between  owners  and  salvors    .      225 

DESCENT.     (See  Pedigree) 

DESCEIPTION,  matter  of  essential,  must  be  prov.as  laid.  (See  Variance)  282 — 288 

of  instrum.  in  indictm.  for  forgery,  what  sufficient 283,  284 

by  way  of  exception  or  limitation  material 1040 

is  error  in,  less  important  than  mistake  in  name?  ...  ...    1032 

falsa  demonstratio  non  nocet 1035 — 1039 

applic.  to  two  subjecte,  lete  in  parol  ev.  &  declara.  of  intention  .    .    1026 
in  deed,  party  not  estopped  from  disputing .    .      118 

DESIGNS.     (See  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks  Act,  1883) 

novelty  of,  question  for  jury     ....  58 

DESTRUCTION  of  evidence.     (See  Spoliation) 

of  instrument,  what  proof  of,  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evid.  396 — 402 
admission  of,  by  adversary,  waiver  of  notice    .    .   .      417 

when  plaintiff  can  recover  on  destroyed  bill 403,  404 

when  probate  will  be  granted  of  destroyed  will  .    .  .      403 

of  will,  what  sufficient  to  revoke  it    .    .  .  ...      916 

of  property.     (See  Malicious  Injuries) 

DETENTION  OF  WITNESSES,  when  coste  allowed  for  special  .    .  1057,  1058 

DETINUE,  within  what  time  action  of,  must  be  brought       .  .            .93 

held  to  be  founded  on  tort,  when  question  of  costs  arises  .            55 
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DEVIATION,  warranty  against,  implied  in  marine  policy         .    .        .  997 

DEVISE.     (See  Will,  Parol.  Emd.)  may  be  proved  by  prob.,  when  1497—1500 
DEVISEE,  when  presumed  entitled  to  emblements  ....  ...      184 

may  be  cited  to  Probate  Division,  when .    .    1498 

DEVOLUTION  of  property  without  convey.,  when  allowed  858—867 

DIARY  of  deceased  solicitor,  when  admissible .    .      613 

DICTIONARY,  judge  will  refresh  his  memory  by    ...    .  .27 

DILAPIDATIONS,  repairs  of,  certified  by  official  surveyor  .    .    1396 

DILIGENCE,  how  far  question  for  judge  or  for  jury 52 

in  search  for  doc. ,  what  will  let  in  sec.  evid.    (See  Lost  Instrument)  397—402 

for  witnesses,  what  sufficient .  430,  468,  469 

for  attesting  witnesses,  what  sufficient     .    .  .        .    1574 

DIOCESAN,  probate  granted  by,  how  it  used  to  be  defeated 1465 

DIOCESAN  COURTS  IN  IRELAND,  seajs  of,  judicy.  noticed  ....  11 

DIPLOMATIC  AGENTS.     {See  Ambassador,  Consul) 

DIPLOMATIC  CORRESPONDENCE,  admissibility  and  effect  of   .    .    .    1418 

DIRECT  EVIDENCE,  contrasted  with  circumstantial 84—88 

dangers  to  be  guarded  against  in    ...        .  ...        87 — 89 

DIRECTORIES,  inadmissible 1518 

DIRECTORS.     (See  Joint  Stock  Cos. ) 

bound  to  answer  respecting  frauds  committed  by  them,  when    .    .    1245 

cannot  be  convicted  of  fraud  having  disclosed  their  offences  on  oath  1245 

DISCHARGEofwitn.  improperly  arres.,  motion  for,  to  what  Ct.  made  .        1132 

within  what  time  it  should  be  made 1134 

disobedience  of  order  for,  renders  sheriff  liable  to  trespass  1135 

of  a  contract  under  seal,  how  effected ^ 972 

of  a  statutory  written  agreement,  by  parol,  how  far  ...  .  974,  975 
of  a  written  agreement  at  common  law,  by  parol,  how  far  .  973 

proof  and  effect  of  certificate  of,  in  cases  of  assault 1386,  1387 

on  trial  of  juvenile  offenders  1388 

of  jury,  effect  of 1470 

DISCLAIMER  of  gift  may  be  by  parol 837 

of  lease  and  of  unprofitable  property  by  trustee  of  bkpt.  .  864,  865 

DISCLOSURES.     (See  Privileged  Communications) 
DISCOVERY  not  enforced  in  aid  of  prosecuting,  or  defend,  indict  .    .    .    1288 

when  subjecting  party  to  prosecution,  penalty,  or  forfeit 1242 

exceptions  to  last  mentioned  rule 1245 

powers  of  enforcing  under  Rules  of  Supreme  Court 471 — 489 

as  to  existence  and  contents  of  documents.     (See  Private  Writings)  1519 

how  existence  to  be  ascertained ....    1531 

party  seeking  must  deposit  51.  in  court 475,  476,  1532 

form  of  affidavit 1532,  1533 

documents  in  party's  custody  or  control 1533,  1534 

when  documents  in  joint  possession  of  party  to  action  and  a  stranger  1534 
what  information  affidavit  of  documents  should  contain  .  .  1534, 1535 
how  party  must  proceed  who  objects  on  ground  of  privilege   .    .    .    1535 

penalty  for  non-compliance  with  order  for 1539 

provisions  for,  in  County  Courts     .        ...  ...        1541 — 1544 

under  Friendly  Societies'  Acts 1544 

as  to  facts  known  to  opponent.     (See  Interrogatories) 471 — 488 

DISCREDIT,  how  far  party  may  throw,  on  his  own  witn.  (See  Witnesses) 

1217,  1218 
how  far  witn.  may  throw,  on  himself  .    .  .    1142 

of  husband's  testimony  by  wife .    .       .    1164 
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DISCEEPAJSrCIES  in  evidence,  effect  of  .  79—81 

DISCRETION  OF  JUDGE,  in  allow,  amendm.  shd.  be  liberally  excsd.      240, 

260,  261 

when  controllable  by  court .    .      263 

in  refusing  amendments,  decision  of  judge  generally  final  .  .      253 

in  deciding  on  right  to  begin,  how  far  controllable  by' court  .    .    .      362 

as  to  recalling  or  confronting  witnesses        .  1262,  1264 

as  to  examining  young  children 1170,  1171 

in  regulating  the  mode  of  examining  witnesses 1192 

DISEASE,  declaration  of  patient  as  to,  admissible   .    .  516 

DISGRACE,  how  far  witness  bound  to  answer  questions  tending  to  his 

1249—1251 

DISHONOUR.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange). 

DISMISSAL.     (See  Discharge)  of  summons  at  chambers,  effect  of    .    .    .    1494 
of  information  under  Summary  Jurisd.  Act,  1879,  effect  of        .    .    1386 

of  application  at  petty  sessions,  effect  of 1471,  1472, 1495 

of  action  without  hearing  evidence,  effect  of .    .  .    .        .    .    1470 

of  suit  in  Ecclesiastical  Court,  effect  of    .    .    .  .    .       .  1473,  1474 

DISPARAGEMENT  of  own  title  by  person  in  possession,  admissible  600—603 

as  against  both  privies  and  strangers  .      600 
but  must  be  of  his  title  merely,  and 

not  of  the  estate 603 

DISPUTABLE  PRESUMPTIONS.     (See  Presumptions)   .  ...  131, 132 

DISSENTERS,  registers  of,  what  in  custody  of  Registrar-General  .    1291 

how  inspected .    ]  292 

when  admissible.     (See  Non-Parochial  Begisters) 1368 

inscriptions  in  burial-ground  of,  admissible  in  pedigree  cases    .  575 

number  of  meeting-houses  of,  as  registered     ....  .    .  1390 

effect  of  certifi.  of  registration  of  meeting-houses  of    .        .    .  1389 

DISSOLUTION  of  partnership  proved  by  notice  in  Gazette  or  newspaper    1421 
inference  must  be  raised  aliunde  that  party  has  read  the  notice  .        1421 

how  this  may  be  done 1421 

of  Parliament  does  not  justify  arrest  of  member,  when  .    .  49 

of  marriage.     (See  Divorce) 

DISTANCE  measured  as  the  crow  flies  .        .  .    .        22 

evidenc'e  respecting,  liable  to  error .    .  .    .        88 

DISTRESS,   warrant  of,  to  enforce  payment  of  rate,  when  action  lies 

against  justice  for  granting .    .    1427 

putting  in,  for  rent,  when  waiver  of  forfeiture 698,  699 

when  mortgagor  may  put  in,  as  bailiff  or  mortgagee     ....  194 

in  action  for  excessive,  effect  of  not  guilty  by  statute  301 

lodger's  goods  how  protected  from 939 

recent  Act  for  Amending  Law  of.     (See  Table  St.  34  &  35  V.,  c.  79) 

DISTRIBUTIONS,  books  of,  how  far  evid 1505 

DISTRIBUTIONS,  STATUTE  OF.     (See  Table  St.  22  &  23  V.,  c.  10) 

word  "  children  "  used  i^,  means  legitimate  children 184 

DISTRICT  REGISTRY  OFFICE.     (See  Lan,d  Registry  Office) 

seal  of,  judicially  noticed     .....  .  11 

DITCH,  presumption  as  to  ownership  of  .  .  143 

DIVIDENDS,  apportionment  of .  .  .177 

DIVINE.     (See  Parsons) 

DIVISIBILITY  of  demands  by  plaintiffs    .  ...    1454—1456 

of  cause  of  action  in  County  Court    .    .  ....      1455, 1456 
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DrVOECE  does  not  make  commun.  betw.  husb.  and  wife  less  privileged      782 

presumption  of  bastardy  arising  from '.    .    .    .  129,  130 

on  bill  for,  how  far  wife's  letters  were  admissible 673 

in  suit  for,  by  reas.  of  adultery,  bow  far  wife's  confess,  admiss.     .     673, 

674,  745 
in  suit  for,  how  far  acts  of  adultery  subsequent  to  petition  evi- 
dence      : 321,  322 

parties  to  record  and  their  wives  are  admiss.  witn.  .    1150 
but  not  bound  to  answer  questions  respecting  adultery  1150 

sentence  of,  is  a  judgment  in  rem  .    .        1430 

as  such,  conclus.  of  fact  adjudica.  as  against  strangers  .    1431 

is  it  admissible  in  a  criminal  prosecution  ? 1435 

foreign  sentence  of,  its  effect     ...  1476,  1477,  1482 

DIVORCE  AND  MATRIMONIAL  CAUSES  COURT, 

seal  of,  judi.  noticed  .        .  10 

docs,  in  cause  in,  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved  .  17,  18 

powers  of,  judicially  noticed  .25 

how  causes  in,  are  to  be  tried      .33 

notice  to  admit  documents  in,  not  now  required  ■■    •  ,    635 

are  wife's  admissions  of  adultery  evidence  in?  .  673,  674,  745 

commissions  to  examine  witnesses  granted  by  ...      469 

common  law  rules  of  evid.  observed  in     .    .  ' .  829 

competency  of  parties  to  suits  in,  as  witnesses  1150 

attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced  .  .  1096 

allowance  of  costs  for  witnesses    ....  .  Appendix 

what  decisions  of,  judgments  in  rem .    .    1430 

new  rules  relating  to  discov.  and  inspect,  do  not  apply  to   .    .    .        1523 

DOCK-WARRANT,  delivery  of,  vests  goods  sold,  when  ....  898 

DOCTOR.     (See  Medical  Man) 

DOCUMENT.  EVID.  ACT,  1845.     (See  Table  St.  8  &  9  V.,  c.  113)  .        13—15 

DOCUMENT.  FVID.  ACT,  1868.     (See  Table  St.  31  &  32  V.,  c.  37)  1305,  1418 

DOCUMENT.  EVID.  ACT,  1882.     (See  Table  St.  45  V.,  c.  9}    .    .       .        1305 

DOCUMENTS.     (See    Writings,   Notice  to  Produce,  Public   Records  and 
Documents,  Private  Writings 
coming  from  abroad,  stat.  provisions  concerning     ...  .  1328 

DOG,  presumption  as  to  ownership  of  147 

worrying  sheep,  cause  of  action  in  England,  Scotland,  and  Irel., 

when 147 

person  charged  with  keeping,   without  licence,  must  prove  age  of 
dog,  when .  ...      352 

DOMESDAY-BOOK,  what  it  contains  .    .        1503 

where  deposited  .    .  .  ...    1269 

'  how  inspected  .  .  1266,  1267 

how  proved .    .    1310 

admissibility  and  effect  of  .  1503,  1504 

DOMESTIC.     (See  Servant) 

DOMICIL,  presumptions  respecting  .        .  ' 227 — 229 

declarations  attime  of  changing,  admissible  as  partof  res  gestae  519,  520 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA  passes  no  property  without  delivery   .    836,  837 
requires  actual  contemplon.  of  death    .  .    .      837 

liable  to  probate  duty,  when     ...  .  Errata 

DONEE  of  personal  chattels,  when  title  complete  837 

DORMANT  PARTNER.     (See  Partner) 

DOUBLE  PORTIONS,  presumption  against  .    .    .  1043 

no  presumption  against,  recognised  in  Scotland  1043 
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DOUBT,  benefit  of,  given  to  prisoner    .    .  .    .  .  132 

DOWEE  may  be  barred  by  Stat,  of  Lira.    .  .        95 

DOWN  SURVEY,  admissibility  and  effect  of    .    .        .    .  .    .        .    1505 

DRAFT.     (See  Cheque,  Banker's) 

DRAINAGE  ACTS  in  Irel.,  notices,  &c.  under,  proved  by  Gazette  .        .    1420 

orders  under,  how  proved .    .        .    .  1376 

DRAMATIC  PIECE,  what  constitutes  representation  of,  question  for  jury      64 
onus  of  proving  consent  of  owner  to  perform  354 

DRAWER.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

acceptor  estopped  from  disputing  signature  of  729 

may  dispute  indorsement  by   .    .  730 

DREAM,  confessions  made  while  talking  in  a  756 

DRUGGISTS,  registration  of,  how  proved  .  .        1398 , 

DRUNKENNESS,     confessions    obtained    by  making    prisoner  drunk, 

admissible 755 

incompetency  of  witness  from .    1169 

of  attesting  witness  renders  attestation  invalid  .    .  902 

DUBLIN  GAZETTE.     (See  Gazette) .    1307 

DUCES  TECUM.     (See  Subpoena,  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1051 

DUCHY.     (See  Cornwall,  Lancaster) 

DUES  presumed  legal  from  long  enjoyment 153,  154 

DUE  DILIGENCE,  how  far  question  for  judge  or  for  jury     .  :  52 

DUEL,  persons  present  at  and  countenancing  may  refuse  to  answer  ques- 
tions on  indictment  for  murder  ....  ...    1244 

DUMB  vritness  competent,  if  proved  to  have  capacity  1170 

examination,  how  taken .  .    1170 

DUPLICATE  ORIGINALS,  what  they  are  .    .  387,  393 

each  considered  primary  evidence 387,  393 

all  must  be  accounted  for,  before  second,  evid.  of  one  can  be  given    366 
notice  to  produce,  when  unnecessary     .        .  .  ...      413 

DURATION  OF  LIFE,  presumption  as  to  ...  .  216—222 

DURESS,  admissions  made  under  illegal,  not  receivable  691 

under  legal,  receivable 691 

confessions  made  during  illegal,  whether  admissible 758 

instrument  may  be  defeated  by  parol  proof  of  being  obtained  by        968 

party  not  estopped  by  deed  obtained  by 116 

DUTIES.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 

instances  of  amendment,  where  duties  misdescribed  on  record  246 — 248 
DWELLING-HOUSE,   on   indictm.    for  stealing  in,  maliciously  firing, 
riotously  demolish.,  or  house-breaking,  place  must  be  proved 

as  laid 276 

on  indictment  for  stealing  in,  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  larceny    270 

acquittal  for  stealing  in,  bar  to  indictment  for  larceny 1460 

is  an  acquittal  for  larceny  a  bar  to  indictment  for  stealing  in  ?   .    .    1460 

DYING  DECLARATIONS,  why  admissible 625 

only  admissible  where  death  of  declarant  subject  of  charge,  and 

circumstances  of  death  subject  of  declaration  626 

admissibility  of,  question  for  judge       ....        36 

why  limited  to  cases  of  homicide ^  627 

inadmissible,  where  declarant,  if  living,  would  have  been  incom- 
petent from  imbecility  or  tender  age 628 

of  felo-de-se  admissible  against  accomplice 628 

of  wife  admissible  against  husband  charged  with  murdering  her  .      628 
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DYING  DECLARATIONS— co»fa»Me(i. 

declarant  must  have  been  in  actual  clanger  of  death  and  aware  of 

his  danger,  and  death  must  have  ensued .    .  628 

the  existence  of  these  facts  must  be  decided  on  by  judge     .  36,  629 

Scotch  law  respecting        ; 630 

declaration  must  relate  facts,  and  not  opinions,  and  be  relevant  to 

issue  .    .  ...  .  .    .  .  ...  630 

must  be  completed 631 

if  taken  in  writing,  must  writing  be  produced  ?   .  631 

need  not  be  taken  in  writing       ...  .    .  632 

may  be  in  answer  to  leading  questions     .    .  631 

if  formal  as  a  deposition,  still  admissible  ....  632 

admissible  for  accused,  as  well  as  for  prosecutor     .  631 

value  of 632 

is  diminished  by  want  of  cross-examination   .    .    .  628,  632 

EARNEST,  to  bind  a  bargain,  when  sufficient  under  St.  of  Frauds   .  871 

EASEMENT  must  be  created  and  assigned  by  deed  .                  .  835 

how  affected  by  Prescription  Act .  97 

how  far  ?  4  of  St.  of  Frauds  applies  to 890 

admission  of,  by  tenant,  not  binding  on  landlord  .    .        .    .  603 

presumption  as  to  right  of  support  from  adjoining  land    .  144 

from  adjoining  house  144,  145 

from  subjacent  soil  144 

from  lower  story  .    .  145 
EAST  INDIA  COMPANY.     (See  India.) 

deposit  and  transfer  books  of,  how  inspected       .  1287 

how  proved .    .  1365 

admissible  as  public  docs 1358 

correspond,  between,  &  Board  of  Control,  privileged  from  disclosure  815 

ECCLESIAST.  CENSURE,  witn.  not  bound  to  ans.  ques.  subjecting  him  to  1243 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURTS  now  shorn  ot  much  of  their  jurisdiction  .  829 

powers  of,  judicially  noticed 26 

number  of  witnesses  required  in .    .  829 

attendance  of  witnesses  before  how  enforced 1097,  1098 

seal  of  Prerog.  Court  of  Canterbury,  judicially  noticed     .               .  10 

proof  of  judicial  proceedings  of 1318 

in  proving  judgment  of,  what  preliminaries  must  be  put  in     .        .  1339 

when  judgment  of,  provable  by  putting  in  minute  book 1336 

decree  of,  when  judgments  in  rem 1430 

and  as  such,  how  far  binding  upon  strangers     ....  1431 

how  far  binding  in  criminal  matters    .    .    ,  1435 

sanity  or  insan.  of  test,  was  provable  in,  by  evid  of  treat,  by  relatives  512 

wife's  confessions  were  how  far  evidence  in 674 

comparison  of  hand  writing  allowed  in  .           ....               .   .  1584 

witnesses  protected  ftom  self-crimination  in 1243 

exemplification  of  probate  or  letters  granted  by,   admissible  to 

prove  title  of  executor  or  administrator 392 

Act-book  of  Prerog.  Office,  or  copy,  admissible  for  like  purpose  .  392 
EPCLESIAST.  DILAPIDA.  ACT,  1871.     (See  Taile  St.  34  &  35  V.,  c.  43) 

repairs  of  dalapns.  certified  by  surveyor 1396 

ECCLESIASTICAL  LAW,  judicially  noticed 4 

ECCLESIAST.  LEASES  AND  DEEDS,  how  proved  under  certain  Acts  .  1378 
ECCLESIASTICAL  SURVEYS.     (See  Terriers) 

EDINBURGH  GAZETTE.     (See  Gazette)        1307 

EDUCATION.     (See  Elementary  Education  Act) 
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EJECTMENT.     (See  Recovery  of  Land) 

ELECTION  when  prosecutor  will  l)e  put  to,  in  cases  of  felony  .    .    .    315 — 318 

whennot       •    •  ^    •        315—318 

indict     for    embezzlement    or   larceny    may  charge   three  acts, 

when '•  ■      316,  317 

counts  for  stealing  and  receiving  may  he  joined  .  317,  318 

proper  time  for  putting  prosecutor  to     .    .    .  .  .      318 

doctrine  qf,  does  not  apply  to  misdemeanor     .    .    •.    .  .  .      315 

by  trustee  of  bkpt.  to  disclaim  lease  or  other  property      .  .      864 

ELECTION  BRIBERY.     (See  Bribery) 

ELECTION  PETITIONS,  _^^^ 

in  Ct.  for  trial  of,  attend,  of  witn.  how  enforced  .    .    1092 

scale  of  costs  to  witn.   .    . 
witn.  when  indemnified  ... 
decl.  of  voter  against  own  vote,  evid.     .    . 
certificate  of  indemnity  granted  to  witn.  its  effect 

ELEMENTARY  EDUCATION  ACT,  1870.    (See  TahU  St.  33  &  34  V., 
c.  75) 

notices  respecting,  may  be  sent  by  post 199 

minutes  of  meetings  under,  admissibility  of 1514 

certificates  of  Education  Department  granted  under 1388 

inspection  of  books  of  School  Boards  under .    .    1294 

ordersand  regulations  issued  by  Edu.  Depart.,  how  proved  .     1305,  1308 

EMBARRASS,  when  statements  tending  to,  will  be  struck  out  of  pleadings     237 

EMBEZZLEMENT,  three  acts  of,  may  be  charged  in  one  indict. ,  when  316,  317 

on  indictment  for,  when  sufiScient  to  allege  and  prove  generally 

that  money  was  embezzled 280 

trial  for,  the  bar  to  indictment  for  larceny  on  same  facts  .        .    .        1459 

trial  for  larceny,  bar  to  indictment  for,  on  same  facts 1459 

agents,  solicitors,  bankers,  &c.,  cannot  be  convicted  of,  if  they 

have  disclosed  their  offences  on  oath  .  1245 

EMBLEMENTS,  presumption  respecting  title  to   .  * .  ....  184 

what  crops  do  not  fall  within  law  of         893 

EMIGRANTS,  rules  of  trustees  of  docks  concerning  landing  of,  how 

proved    .    .  ...  ' 1414 

EMPLOYERS  LIABILITY  ACT,  1880.     (See  Talle  St.  43  &44  T.  c.  42) 

limitation  of  time  for  bringing  actions  under 93 

liability  of  employers  for  injuries  to  workmen 1007 

notices,  how  served  under  the  Act ...      200 

Act  to  expire  at  end  of  1887         1006,1007 

ENCROACHMENT  on  waste  by  tenant  presumed  to  be  for  landlord        .      147 
ENDOWED  SCHOOLS  ACT,  1869.     (See  Table  Stat,  32  &  33  V.,  c.  56) 

charity  commiss.  may  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  in  cases  under     .    .    1123 

schemes  under,  presumed  duly  made    .  91 

notices  under,  may  be  sent  by  post    .        ...  199 

ENFORCING  ATTEND.  OF  WITNESSES.     (See  Attend,  of  WUnesses) 
ENGINEERS,  testimony  of,  deserves  little  credit  ....  79,  89 

ENGRAVED  FAC-SIMILE  of  name,  when  sufScient  signature    .        .  879,  910 
ENGRAVINGS  on  rings  admiss.  in  matters  of  pedigree       ...  .    .      574 

ENJOYMENT,  inference  of  legal  right  from  ....  .        147—152 

ENLISTMENT  of  soldiers,  how  proved .        ...    1374 

ENROLMENT  DEPARTMENT  in  Central  Off.,  what  documents  inust 

be  filed  in .        955 — 958 

INQUIRIES.     (See  Inquiries) 
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ENROLMENT  of  documents,  -when  necessary: — 955 — 958 

under  Mortmain  Act .  .    .        .    .      955 

955 
956 
956 
956 


deeds  of  relinquishment  by  parsons 

bargains  and  sales,  when 

warrants  of  att.  &  cognovits,  &  judge's  orders  . 

bills  of  sale  of'personal  chattels 

dee^s  relating  to  crown  revenues        957 

assur.  under  Act  for  abolish,  fines  and  recoveries       .  957 

life  annuities  before  1854,  and  since  .  ,  . ,     958 

contracts  between  solicitors  and  their  clerks         .  .    .      958 

of  documents,  when  allowable  : — ...      958 

registrations  in  Yorkshire  and  Middlesex  .        .        .  959,  Errata 
deeds  relating  to  charities     ...  .    .  .        .      959 

awards  under  Inclosure  Acts 959 

of  document,  does  it  dispense  with  calling  attesting  witnesses?  .  1572 
want  of,  in  case  of  annuity,  cannot  be  set  up  by  grantee  .  .  723,  724 
of  deeds,  &c.,  proof  of : —       1403 — 1408 

1.  by  producing  instrum.  with  indorsem.  of,  signed  by  registrar  .  1403 
rule  applied  to  bargains  and  sales  enrolled  under  27  Hen.  8,  u.  16    1403 

to  leases  within  Duchy  of  Lancaster  .  ....    1404 

to  indentures  under  Mortmain  Act 1404 

to  instrum.  enrolled  in  Duch.  of  Cornwall  or  Lancaster       .        1404 

in  Petty  Bag  Office  , 1404 

in  Enrolment  Depart,  of  Centr.  Office  .        1404 
to  deeds  as  to  Crown  lands,  enrolled  in  Land  Eevenue  Office  .    1405 

2.  by  office  or  certified  copies,  when 1406 

rule  applied  to  docs,  enrolled  in  Enrolment  Depart 1406 

in  Duchies  of  Cornwall  or  Lancaster    1407 
in  Office  of  Charity  Commiss.  959 

to  instruments  registered  in  Dublin 1408 

to  judgment  mortgage  in  Ireland 1410 

to  documents  registered  in  Yorkshire  ....  .    1407,  1408 

to  parson's  deeds  of  relinquishment,  how  far  .  .        .    1410 

3.  by  examined  copies,  when  .  .  388 

copies  geiierally  inadmiss.  as  primary  evid.  to  prove  cont.  of  deeds  387,  388 
gen.  admiss.  assecon.  evid.,  onlyagainst party register,andhisprivies    388 

exception  to  these  rules 388 

of  leases  granted  by  Crown,  admiss.  as  primary  evid.  of  their  contents    388 

so,  of  leases  granted  by  Duke  of  Cornwall 388 

old  Office  in  Chancery,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

ENTEIES,  when  may  be  used  to  refresh  memory.     (See  Memory)  .  1198^1206 
of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages  in  books  byrelatives,  evidence  in 

matters  of  pedigree 572 

against  interest,  in  account  books,  admissible  when  party  who  made 

them  is  dead.     (See  Interest) 368,  588—600 

in  books  of  deceased  persons,  when  admissible  for  successors  .     603,  604 

30  years  old  require  no  proot     .        .  112 

made  in  course  of  office  or  business,  when  admissible.     (See  Course  . 

of  Office  or  Business)  ...  .■    •    •    ■  612^620 

made  by  party  himself  in  his  own  shop  books,  admiss.  in  America  620 
so  by  civil  law,  and  by  laws  of  France  and  Scotland  .    .        .    .  622 — 624 

so  in  taking  accounts  in  High  Court,  when 622 

not  admissible  at  common  law    .        ...  620 

but  admiss.  by  statute  law,  senible 620 — 622 

reading  of  some,  does  not  let  in  other  distinct  entries  in  same  book     648 
ENVOYS.     (See  Amhassador) 
EQUITABLE  MORTGAGE   by  deposit   of  deeds,   not  within    St.*  of 

Frauds  .       889 
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EQUITY.     (See  Chancery  Division)  rules  of,  judicially  noticed  ...        .  4 

rules  of,  to  be  acted  on  in  all  courts 4 

conflicting  with  rules  of  law,  must  prevail 4 

person  having  a  secret,  standing  by 720 

parol  evid.  admissible  to  rebut  an.     (See  Bebutting  an  Equity)  1042 — 1046 

EQUITY  PEOC.  ACT,  1852.     (See  Table  St.  15  &  16  V.,  c.  86) 

1867,  for  Irel.     (See  Table  St.  30  &31  V.,  c.  44,  Ir.) 

EQUITY  OF  EEDEMP.,  contract  to  convey,  within  §  4  of  St.  of  Frauds     889 

ERASURE.     (See  Alterations) 

what  has  been  written  over,  is  question  for  judge 65 

when  solicitor  cannot  give  evidence  as  to  ....  807 

ERROR,  pendency  of  proceed,  in,  will  not  prev.  judg.,  from  acting  as  a  bar  1472 

in  proceedings  in  civil  causes  may  be  amended '.        .    .      235 

ESCAPE,  sherifi"  no  longer  liable  to  action  for .    .    1424 

in  action  against  marshal  for,  he  might  dispute  legality  of  custody      732 
could  he  be  forced  to  prod,  writ  for  inspection?    1288 
proof  of  for.  or  colo.  depos.  where  priso.  escapes  into  Eng.       1328 — 1330 
ESCROW,  effect  of  alteration  in  instrument  delivered  as  an  1559,  1560 

whether  deed  delivered  as  an,  question  for  jury  .    .  .  58,  1560 

unless  question  turn  on  writings     .    .  ...  .    .        58 

delivery  of  deed  as  an,  provable  by  parol    .  .  967 

ESTOPPEL,  nature  and  principles  of 112 

must  be  certain  to  every  intent  ....  .  113 

binds  parties  and  privies.     (See  Primes)    .  113 

even  as  against  the  rights  of  the  revenue  ...  .    .         728,  729 

exceptions  as  to  privies .  .  113 

three  classes  :  by  deed — of  record — in  pais  .        .  ...      114 

must  be  specially  pleaded,  when  .    .  1 14,  1428 

abolished  by  New  York  Code  .  .  ....      112 

by  deed:— 115—122 

party  not  estopped  from  avoiding  his  deed  by  proving  illegality  115,  116 
trustees  for  public,  when  estopped  from  disputing  their  deeds  .'  .  117 
party  estopped  from  disputing  convey,  which  he  executed  when  heir      118 

party  not  estopped  ii-om  disputing  mere  description 118 

how  far  party  estopped  by  recitals  .    .        .  119 — 121 

must  be  reciprocal 121,  707—709,  735 

deed  that  can  take  effect  by  interest  shall  not  take  effect  by  .    .    .      122 
of  record.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

in  pais.     (See  Admissions) 122 — 126 

tenant  how  far  estopped  from  disputing  landlord's  title  ....  122 — 126 
if  landlord  devisee,  tenant  cannot  show  devisor  insane  .    .        .    .  123 

unless  in  clear  case  of  fraud 123 

tenant  should  yield  up  premises  and  bring  action  to  recover  them  123 
even  where  landlord  shows  ajnt.  or  equit.  title,  tenant  cannot  avail 

himself  of  it 123 

if  landlord  a  corpora.,  tenant  cannot  rely  on  occupation  without 

deed 123 

rule  applicable  in  trespass  as  well  as  in  action  to  recover  land  .    .      124 

rule  extends  to  party  coming  in  under  tenant 124 

and  to  lodgers,  servants,  and  licensees 124 

tenant  may  show  that  landlord' s  title  has  expired 124,125 

or  that  he  had  none  at  a  previous  time 125 

or  may  rely  on  eviction  by  title  paramount 125 

tenant  only  estop,  from  denying  title  of  party  who  gave  him  posson.      124 

what  constitutes  a  letting  into  possession 126 

EUNDO,  inorando,  et  redeundo.     {See  Arrest), 1126—1136 

EVICTION  by  title  paramount,  tenant  may  show 124 
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EVIDENCE,  definition     ....  1 

not  susceptible  of  demonstration     ....  ...  .  1 

competent  or  admissible,  what    .    .  ....  ....         2 

satisfactory,  or  sufficient,  what  is  .  .  .    .  2 

admissibility  of,  question  for  judge       .  .  2,35 — 37 

effect  of,  question  for  jury  ....  .        .    .  2 

presumptive     (See  Presumpiiona) 90 — 232 

general  rules  governing  production  of 233 

must  correspond  with  allegations,  but  sufficient  if  substance  of 

issue  proved.     (See  Variance,  Amendment)   ....  .    .        .      233 

must  be  confined  to  points  in  issue.     (See  Issue,  General  Issue)     289,  303 
of  collateral  facts,  how  far  admiss.     (See  Collateral  Facts)   .    .    304 — 314, 

318—328 

of  character  of  party,  when  admis.     (See  Character)     .    .    .       328 — 340 

of  witness,  when  admis.  fSee  Character)  339,  340, 1249,  1257 

on  whom  the  burthen  of  proof  lies.     (See  Onus  Probandi)   .    .   341 — 364 

best,  always  required.     (See  Best  Evidence) 365 — 395 

secondary,  when  admissible.     (See  Secondary  Evidence)       .    .   396 — 496 
addressed  to  senses,  most  satisfactory.  (See  Inspection  by  Jury)  497 — 505 

heairsay,  generally  inadmissible.     (See  Hearsay) 506 — 536 

except :  1.  in  matters  of  public  and  general  interest.     (See  Pub- 
lic and  General  Interest,  Lis  Mota)    .    .  .    .       537 — 559 

2.  of  pedigree.     (See  Pedigree,  Lis  'Mota)      560 — 579 

3.  of  ancient  possession.     (See  Ancient  Possession)        580 — 587 

4.  declarations  against  interest.     (See  Interest)    .    .    .   588^611 

5.  in  course  of  office.  (See  Course  of  Office  or  Business)     612 — 624 

6.  dying  declarations.     (See  Dying  Declarations)    .       625 — 632 

admissions,  when  evidence.     (See  Admissions) 633 — 738 

confessions,  when  evidence.     (See  Confessions) 739 — ^780 

what  excluded  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  (See Privileged  Commu.) 

781—818 
wlien  more  than  one  witness  necessary.   (See  Number  of  Witnesses) 

819—833 

what  transactions  miist  be  evidenced  by  deed.     (See  Deed)  .    .   835 — 853 

by  writg.  signed  under  St.  of  Frauds.  (See  St.  of  Frauds)853 — 900 

byvrill       900—921 

by  writing  signed  under  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act.     (See  LtJ. 

Tenterden'sAct) 921—935 

by  writings  under  other  Acts.     (See  Writings)    .    .    .    935—941 
what  instruments  must  be  attested  by  witness.     (See  Attesting 

Witnesses,  Wills,  Warrant  of  Attorney)  900,  901,  940—942, 949—955, 1564 
■what  instruments  must  be  enrolled  ...        .  955 — 958 

may  be  enrolled 958,  959 

parol,  inadmissible  to  vary  writings.     (See  Parol  Evidence)        960 — 985 

admissible  to  explain  writings.     (See  Parol  Evidence)     985 — 1046 

enforcing  attend,  of  witnesses.  (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1047 — 1126 

witnesses  protected  from  arrest.     (See  Arrest)        .    .   .  1126 — 1136 

■competency  of  witnesses.     (See  Competency) 1137^1185 

use  of  affidavits.     (See  Affidavits) 1186—1192 

-examination  of  witnesses.     (See  Witnesses) 1192 — 1264 

inspection,  proof,  admissibility,  and  effect  of  public  records  and 

documents.     (See  Public  Becordx  and  Docvmients)    ....    1265 — 1518 
of  private  writings.      (See  Private  Writings) 

1.519—1591 

proof  of  handwriting.     (See  Handwriting) 1579 — 1591 

practical  rules  as  to  time  and  mode  of  objecting  to  : —     .    .      1591,  1592 
when  evidence  offered  for  particular  purpose  is  inadmissible  for 

that  purpose,  but  admissible  generally 1591,1592 
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EVIDENCE— eon/mued. 

when  inadmissible  evidence  is  received  at  trial  veithout  objection     1592 

nature  of  objection  to,  must  be  distinctly  stated  at  trial 1592 

when  evidence  rightly  rejected  on  ground  on  which  tendered,  is 

admissible  on  another  ground 1592 

when  rejected  at  trial,  there  should  be  a  ibrmal  tender  to  judge  .  1593 
effect  of  improper  admission  or  rejection  of    .    .  .    .1592,1593 

court  of  appeal  may  receive  further .    .    1594 

meaning  of  "  further  evidence "    ...  1595 

practice  as  to  calling,  in  reply      359 — 3H2- 

foreign  rules  of,  cannot  affect  proceedings  in  this  country  .    .    .    .  68,  69 

EVIDENCE  ACT,  1851.     (See  Table  St.  14  &  15  V.,  c.  99) 

EVIDENCE  BY  COMMISSION  ACT,  1859.     (See  Table  Si.  22  V.,  c.  20)     1114 

EXAGGERATION,  ground  for  suspecting  witness  75 

women  addicted  to     ...    .  .  7ff 

EXAMINATION  of  witness  viva  voce.     (See  Witness)  .    .    .    1192—1264 

of  witness  by  justice,  coroner,  examiner,  or  by  commiss.      (See 

Depositions,  Examiner  and  Commission) 
of  prisoner  by  justices  or  coroner.     {See  Confessions)  .    .    .       .    762 — 776 
when  formally  taken,  excludes  parol  evid.  of  prisoner's  statement      372 
informal  may  refresh  memory  ot  party  who  wrote  it    .    .  770 

if  used  as  an  admission,  whole  formerly  had  to  be  read  .        ...      645 
of  parties,  prior  to  trial.     (See  Commiss.  Interrogatories)  .    .    .    469 — 489 
in  bankruptcy.     (See  Bankruptcy  Courts) 
under  Poor  Law  Acts,  need  not  have  separate  caption  to  each   .    .      768 

of  witnesses  in  aid  of  suits  in  foreign  courts 1112 — 1114 

in  colonial  courts .    .    1115- 

EXAMINED  COPY.     (See  Copy) 

EXAMINER.     (See  Depositions,  Commission) 

who  may  be ...         •         461 

must  take  all  examinons.  ordered  in  Ch.  Div 461 

may  take  exam,  in  matters  depending  in  Q.  B.  Div 462 

in  P.  D.  &  A.  Div.  .  462 

mode  of  distribution  of  examinations  among 462 

duties  of 462,  Errata 

form  of  order  for  examination  of  witnesses  by  .    .  452 

witn.  how  summoned  before 460 

witn.  wilfully  failing  to  attend  before,  when  ordered,  guilty  of 

contempt 458 

witn.  how  made  to  attend  before 1089 

witn.  attending  before,  entitled  to  conduct  money  as  at  trial  .  458 
witn.  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest.     {See  Arrest)  .    .    .    1130 

copies  of  writ  and  pleadings  to  be  furnished  to 458 

mode  of  taking  examination  by 458,  460,  1341 

court  may  give  spec,  direc.  as  to  the  evid.  to  he  taken  before  .  461 
proceedings  wheresubpoenaedwitn.refusestoattendortobesworn  459 
proceedings  where  witn.  objects  to  questions  asked  ....  .      459 

to  make  special  report  to  court .  459,  460 

court  may  act  on  report  as  it  thinks  fit 460 

an  unsubpoenaed  witn.  is  not  bound  to  attend  before Errata 

may  administer  oaths   .    .        . 460,  1089,  1178 

depositions  taken  before,  to  be  sent  to  and  filed  in  Central  Office  .  1341 
has  no  power  to  allow  party  to  discredit  own  witness       .        ...    1219 

but  leave  must  be  granted  by  the  court 1219 

how  he  must  act  on  such  occasions .    1219 

EXCEPTION,  burthen  of  proving,  in  certain  cases 353 
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EXCEPTIONS.     (See  Bill  of  Exeepiims)  ....  .  1592 

EXCHANGE,  Bills  of.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

EXCHANGES  under  8  &  9  V.,  c.  '1O6,  must  be  by  deed 851 

of  common  lands  made  by  Ecclesias.  Corp.,  how  proved  .        .    .    .    1378 

EXCHEQUER-BILLS,  contracts  forsale  of,  not  within  5  17of  St.  of  Frauds    892 

EXCISE  (See  Inland  Revenue),  books  of,  admissible  as  public  docs.      .    .    1359 

condemnation  of  property  by  Commiss.  of  judgment  in  rem  .    1430 

when  appointment  of  officer  of,' presumed  from  acting  .    .        .    .  188 

offenders  against  laws  of,  compet.  witn.  as  defts 1154 

EXCUSE,  burthen  of  proving  lawful,  in,  certain  cases     ...  .  349,  353 

EXECUTEDCONTRACTS,differencebetween,andexecutory836,  843— 845,886 

EXECUTION  OF  DEEDS,  &c.,  how  proved 1204 

when  presumed  ....  ...  169,  170 

when  admitted  by  payment  into  court .    .    I570 

of  deeds  thirty  years  old  requires  no  proof 111,1567 

whether  this  rule  applies  to  deeds  of  corporations 112 

of  Wills.     (See  Wills) 
EXECUTOR.     (See  Probate)  character  of,  must  be  specially  denied     .    .      297 

title  of,  how  proved 392,  1352,  1353 

entitled  by  foreign  probate,  cannot  sue  in  this  country 1484 

part-pay.  by  one,  does  not  take  debtoutofSt.ofLim.astoothers657,  658 

nor  does  written  acknowledgment  by  one 656,  657 

how  judgment  to  be  given  and  costs  allowed  in  such  case   .    .  657 

assent  of,  to  legacy,  question  for  jury ....        58 

forfeits  legacy,  if  he  declines  office,  when '     .    .  183 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  by  legatee  to 172 

presumed  to  be  trustee  of  undisposed  of  resid.  for  next  of  kin    .    .      184 

may  retain  undisposed  of  resid.  for  his  own  use,  when 184 

when  presumed  entitled  to  emblements    ...  184 

judgment  against  testator  binding  upon       .  1442 

admission  of  testator,  evidence  against 682 

declarations  by,  inadmissible  against  special  administrator  .  .  .  682 
admissions  and  promises  by  one,  how  far  evidence  against  others  660,  661 
admission  by,  before  he  became  executor,  whetherevid.  against  him?  664 
of  solicitor  is  privileged  from  producing  client's  papers  .    .  .      793 

exhibition  of  inventory  by,  how  far  evidence  of  assets  .    .    .  736,  737 

probate  stamp,  how  far  evidence  of  assets  .    .    .  737 

proof  of  waste  of  assets  by,  what  sufficient .  711 

admits  assets  by  suffering  judgment  by  default 711 

promise  by,  to  pay  out  of  own  estate,  must  be  by  signed  writing  870 
consideration  must  appear  expressly  or  impliedly  in  the  writing  871,  872 
intermeddling  with  goods  of  deceased,  estops  denial  of  being    .    .      734 

purchase  from  legatee  by,  presumption  against  372 

EXECUTORY,  difference  between  ,  and  executed  contracts  836,  843—845,  886 
EXEMPLIFICATION  under  Great  Seal,  what,  and  how  obtained  .  1313,  1318 

proved  by  mere  production,  being  a  record .    1313 

under  seal  of  particular  court,  what,  and  how  proved  1313 

when  record  may  be  proved  by 1313 

of  higher  credit  than  examined  copy         .  .  .    1313 

granted  by  Probate  Division,  when  .    .  .  392,  393 

EXEMPTION,  burthen  of  proving,  in  certain  cases 353 

EXPECTANCIES,  negotiations respectg.,  howformerlydealtwith in  eq.  173, 174 

but  now  see  31  v.,  c.  4 174 

EXPENSES  OF  WITNESS.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 
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EXPERIENCE,  evidence  resta  on  faith  of  testimony,  sanctioned  by         .        74 
statements  apparently  contrary  to,  not  always  false 82,  83 

EXPERTS,  competent  knowledge  of,  question  for  judge 67 

testimony  of,  deserves  little  credit 79,  89,  573,  1590 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  to  illustrate  opinions  of        .        .      319 
may  refresh  memory  by  referring  to  professional  treatises   .        .    .    1214 

e.g.,  physician  may  refer  to  medical  books 1214 

foreign  lawyer  to  prove  for.law  may  refer  to  text-bks., codes,  &C.1214 — 1217 
may  speak  to  belief  or  opinion    ....  .  ....    1209 

examples .....    .1209—1211 

cannot  state  their  views  on  matters  of  moral  or  legal  obligation        1211 

opinions  of,  confined  to  questions  of  science 1211 

admissible,  though  merely  founded  on  case  as  proved  .  .  1212 
but  cannot  be  asked  the  very  point  which  jury  are  to  decide  .  .  .  1212 
cannot  be  called  to  prove  nautical  knowledge  or  skill,  when  .  1213 

questions  should  be  jrat  in  the  abstract 1213 

necessary,  to  prove  foreign  laws .    •  1214 

who  are  experts  for  such  purpose  ....  ■        1216 

when  allowed  to  compare  writings .        .    .    1585 

may  be  called  to  prove  date  of  ancient  writing    .    .        .  573,  1209,  1589; 
to  prove  that  vpriting  is  in  feigned  hand  .    .    .  1209,  1590 

may  aid  jury,  by  identifying  articles  by  comparison '.      499 

e.g.,  may  state  opin.  whether  two   coins  were  struck  in  the 

same  die 499 

or  two  samples  of  wine  drawn  from  same 

bin .•    ■    •    •      ^^^ 

may  aid  in  inspection  of  documents  under  order  of  inspection  1539,  1540 

EXPIRED  lease,  proper  custody  of ....'....      400 

indenture  of  apprenticeship,  proper  custody  of 400 

EXPLANATION  of  document  by  parol.     (See  Parol  Evidence)      ...  985 

in  re-examination,  of  witness's  statement  in  cross-examination  .    .    1260 
EXPLOSIVE  ACT,  1875.     (See  Table  St.,  38  &  39  V.,  c.  17) 

by-laws  under 1414 

licences  and  rules  under,  how  proved        ...  .  .    .  1377 

EXPOSURE  of  person.     (See  Indecent  Exposure) 

EXPRESSIONS  of  bodily  or  mental  feeling,  admiss.  as  original  evid.  516,  517 
e.g.,  statem.  by  sick  man  as  to  nature  and  effects  of  his  malady      516 

complaints  of  outrages,  reoenti  facto .      517 

particulars  of  complaint  cannot  be  disclosed  .  517,  518 

EXPRESSUM  FACIT  CESSARE  TACITUM,  application  of  maxim    698,  1010 
EXPULSION,  sentence  of,  conclusive  on  strangers,  as  a  judgment  in  rem.  1431 

EXTENTS,  how  proved .  .    .    1343 

when  necessary  to  put  in  commission ...    1343 

when  not      .  1343,  1346 

EXTRADITION  ACTS,  1870,  1873.     (See  Table  St.,  33 &  34  V.,  c.  52,  and 

36  &  37  v.,  c.  60)      .        .    .1116,1328 

proof  or  orders  in  council  under 1420 

proof  of  warrants,  depostns.affirmatns.andcertifis.ofconvictn. under  1328 
provisions  in,  for  the  examination  Of  witnesses  in  this  country     .    1116 
EXTRAS  beyond  contract,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol,  when    .    .        .  374,  375 
EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE,  to  expln.  testr.'s  intent.,  when  admiss.     (See 
Parol  Evid. ) 

FABRICATION  OF  EVIDENCE,  presumption  from 138 

FACTOR.     (See  Agent  Broker)  lien  of,  judic.  noticed ,  6 
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FACTORY  AND  WORKSHOP  ACT,  convictions  under,  how  proved'.    .    1324 
surgical  certificate  of  fitness  for  employment  under.,  how  proved  .    1400 

age  of  person  employed  under,  how  proved 1400 

limitation  for  laying  informations  under .      101 

notices  and  documents  under,  may  be  served  by  post  .  199 

burden  of  proof  of  age  in  proceedings  under     ...  .  352 

FACTS.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury,  Presumptions) 

preliminary,  must  be  decided  by  judge,  when       .  .    .35,36 

discovered  by  inadmissible  confession,  evidence,  -rt-hen     .  _  776 

spoken  to  by  witness,  must  be  within  his  own  knowledge   .    .  'l206 

cannot  be  proved  by  hearsay  in  matters  of  general  interest  ....      546 

when  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree    .    .  565 — 568 

notice  to  admit  facts.     (See  Notice  to  Admit 
FAITH  IN  TESTIMONY,  on  what  it  depends.     (See  Selief)  .       71—89 

FALSA  DEMONSTRATIO  NON  NOCET,  application  of  maxim       1035—1039 

FALSEHOOD,  best  tests  for  detecting 75 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT,  within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought       93 
in  action  for,  evid.  of  plaintifi's  bad  character  inadmissible  .        .    .      333 

plea  of  justification,  evidence  of  malice 323 

recovery  of  damages  no  bar  to  action  for  malic,  pros  .    1449 
confessions  made  during,  whether  admissible  .  758 

FALSE   PRETENCES,  on  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by,  prisoner 

not  to  be  acquitted,  though  offence  proved  be  larceny  .  .  1457,  1459 
if  several  alleged  in  indictment,  not  necessary  to  prove  them  all  270,  271 
indictment  for  obtaining  money  by,  bar  to  indictment  for  larceny  1459 
is  an  acquittal  for  larceny  a  bar  to  indict,  for  obtaining  goods  by  ?  1457 
on  trial  for  obtaining  goods  by,  witness  may  be  allowed  costs  .  1063 
FALSE  REPRESENTATION,  infer,  of  malicious  or  fraudul.  intent  from  106 
as  to  a  man's  credit,  must  be  in  signed  writing,  when      .        .        .      933 

FAMILY,  meaning  of,  in  wills    ....  .  .      185 

recognition  by,  in  proof  of  pedigree.     {See  Pedigree) 571,576 

conduct  of,  towards  a  relative,  inadmiss.  on  question  of  insanity  509,  510 

aliter  formerly  in  Ecclesiastical  Courts 512 

of  persons  killed  may  sue  for  compensation  within  12  months        .        93 
FAMILY  PORTRAITS,  admiss.  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .  .  .574 

FARM  SERVANTS  not  liable  to  discharge  at  mouth's  notice  49,  195 

FASTS  judicially  noticed  .    .  24 

FATHER  and  SON,  presumption  respecting  survivorship   .......      221 

where  both  of  same  name     .    .        .  213 

deed  by  father,  appointing  guardian  of  child,  must  be  attested  949,  ffi65 

purchase  by  father,  when  presumed  advancement  for  child  .  869 

FEAR,  confessions  under  influence  of  what,  inadmiss.   (See  Confessions)  748 — 761 

FEE  SIMPLE,  title  to,  presumed  from  possession     .        ...         148,  150,  601 

in  land,  carries  presumptively  right  to  minerals  .  .  150 

FEELINGS,  expressions  of  bodily  or  mental,  admiss.  or  original  .  evid.  516,  518 
of  strangers  respected,  when  impertinent  evidence  tendered  816 

FEES  presumed  legal  from  long  enjoyment  .        .    .  153 

paid  for  inspecting  and  copying  public  records  .    .    1267 

when  physician  may  sue  for  ...  .    .  .  695,  696 

FEIGNED  HAND,  experts  may  give  opinion  respecting  .  .  1209,  1590 

FELLOW-SERVANTS,  master  when  not  liable  for  neglig.  of  .  1006 

FELO-DE-SE,  dying  declaration  of,  admissible  against  accessory  628 

FELON,  administrator  of  property  of    .    .  .    .  .        .  867 
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FELONY,  infant  under  seven  incapable  of  committing    ....  127 

under  fourteen  incapable  of  committing  some  127 

married  women  committing,  when  presumed  coerced     .  .  209 

what  felonies  are  local    .  •      276 

what  are  subject  to  Statutes  ot  Limitat .  98 — 100 

party  charged  with  not  entitled  to  copy  of  indictment 1273 

may  claim  to  have  it  read  slowly  in  open  court    1273 
copy  of  record  of  acquittal  or  conviction  for,  when  demandable 

1274—1276 
•     indictment  for,  when  amendable.     (See  Amendment)   .    .  256 — 260 
on  indictment  for,  tender  of  expenses  to  witnesses  unnecessary  .    1060 
unless  witness  lives  in  Scotland  or  Ireljind        .    .    1060 
court  may  allow  costs  to  proseeut.  &  witu.   .    1060,  1061 
when  court  may  reward  activity  in  apprehending  prisoners  .  1069 — 1073 
when   felonies  so  connected  as  to  form  one  transaction,  on   in- 
dictment for  one,  evidence  of  all  admissible 313,  314 

doctrine  of  elect.,  when  more  than  one  charged  in  same  indict.  315 — 318 
party  charged  with,  may  be  convicted  of  an  attempt  ....  272,  273 
judgment  on  indictment  for,  when  a  bar  to  a  second  indict.  .  1457 — 1460 

when  not 1457,  1458 

verdict  on  charge   of  misdem,eanor   bar  to  indict,  for,  on  same 

facts 1459 

proof  and  effect  of  certific.  of  previous  convic.  for     .  331,  332,  1383,  1384 

witness  convicted  of,  no  longer  incompetent       1140^1142 

FEMALES.     (See  Women) 

FEMALE  witnesses,  credibility  of .    .     76,  77 

FEME  COVERT.     (See  Husband  and  Wife,  Married  Woman) 

FENCE,  presumptions  as  to  ownership  of  .    .    .  143,  144 

FEOFFMENT,  made  after  1st  Oct.  1845,  must  be  evidenced  by  deed  .    .      851 

presumption  as  to       ....  .    .  151 

FERRY,  right  of,  provable  by  reputation 538,  542 

cannot  be  granted  or  demised  except  by  deed  .        .  835 

FESTIVALS,  judicially  noticed 21,  24 

FIERI  FACIAS,  its  effect  as  evidence. 1502 

FILING  AND  RECORD  DEPARTMENT,  masters  and  clerks  of,   may 

admin,  oaths  and  take  aflSdavits     ...  .  .    .    1178 

FINAL,  judgments  inconclusive  unless    ...  .    ,  .    1470 

award  bad  unless  .  1496 

decree  must  be,  to  be  evidence     .    .        .    .  553 

order  of  Quar.  Sess.  in  bastardy  case,  when  1495 

FINES,  reasonableness  of,  question  forjudge  .  54 

FIRM.     (See  Partners) 
FIRST-FRUITS  AND  TENTHS,  records  of,  in  custody  of  Mast,  of  the 

Roll 1269 

FISH,  illegally  taking  or  destroying,  is  a  local  offense 277 

FISHERIES,  seal  of  Commiss.  for  Irish,  judicially  noticed         .  12 

Commiss.  for  Irish,  may  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  .        .        1123 

FISHERMEN,    agreements  with,  how  executed  and  proved.     .    .    .  940 

FISHERY,  right  of,  presumed  to  belong  to  owner  of  adjacent  land  when      141 

presumed  public,  when         .    .  .    .  141 

FISHING  BOATS.     (See.     46  &  47  V.,  c.  41) 

agreements  in  sea-fishing  service 940 

alterations  in,  need  not  be  attested  .  1513 

apprenticeships  in  sea-fishing  service ,'  940 
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FISHING  INTERROGATORIES,  not  allowed .484 

FITNESS,  warranty  of,  when  implied  in  demise 1002 

in  sale  of  chattels  .    .    1004 — 1006 

FIXTURES,  contract  respecting,  not  within  §  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds  889 

not  within  §  17  of  Stat,  of  Frauds  .  .  895 
when  growing  crops  within  ?  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds  .  .  .  .  892 — 894 
on  indict,  for  stealg. ,  in  a  square,  &c. ,  property  need  not  be  alleged     288 

FLAGS,  inscriptions  on.  provable  by  oral  testimony        386 

FLATS,  house  let  in,  presumptive  rights  of  occupiers 145 

FLEET  REGISTERS  of  baptisms  and  marriages,  inadmissible        .  1355 

FLIPPANCY  in  witness,  evidence  of  falsehood 75 

FLOTSAM,  how  distinguished  from  wreck 543^ 

FOOD  for  use  of  man,  when  warranted  by  vendor  wholesome  .       .    1004 

FOOTMARKS,  testimony  respecting,  should  be  watched  with  care  .  88 

FORCIBLE  ENTRY  is  a  local  offence ...  276 

FORCIBLE  MARRIAGE,  wife  competent  to  prove  ...  .    1165 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT,  custom  of,  when  judicially  noticed  ...  8 

judgm.  and  execution  against  garnishee,  when  an  estoppel  .    1444,  1445 
FOREIGN  BILL  OF  EXCHANGE.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

what  purports  to  be,  is  so,  as  far  as  stamp  laws  are  concerned  92 

amount  of  interest  payable  on,  question  for  jury 59 

days  of  grace  allowed  on _ .  .    .  993^  994 

may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  .    .  .        .     ,     993 

protest  of,  how  proved  .    .  .  392 

FOREIGN  COUNSEL,  communications  with,  privileged    .    .  792 

FOREIGN  COURTS,  seals  of,  when  jmiicially  noticed 15,  16 

judgments  of.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

presumed  to  act  within  their  jurisdiction 108 

suits  in,  aided  by  examinations  taken  in  England  1113 

also  criminal  proceedings 1116 

except  those  of  a  political  character 1116 

executors  and  administrators  entitled  by,  cannot  sue  in  our  Courts  1484 
probates  and  letters  of  administrations  granted  by,  effect  of  .        .    1484 
FOREIGN  CRIMINALS,  proof  ojf  warr.  &  depos.  under  Extrad.  Acts    .    1328 
FOREIGN  ENLISTMENT  ACT,  1870.     (See  Table  St.  33  &  34  V.,  c.  90) 

breach  of  neutrality  under,  when  presumed ...      350 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS,  and  other  judicial  documents,  how  proved  15,1 6, 1325 
admissibility  and  effect  of,     (See  Public Kecords and  Docum.)  1474 — 1490 

in  rem,  effect  of    .    .        .        .  .    .  1481—1484 

in  personam,  effect  of 1484 — 1490 

presumptions  in  favour  of     .    .    .  ....      108 

FOREIGN  LANGUAGE,  writing  in,  may  be  explained  by  parol        .    .      986 
FOREIGN  LAW  ASCERTAINMENT  ACT,  1861.     (See  Table  St.  24  & 
25  V.,  c.  11) 

FOREIGN  LAWS,  not  judicially  noticed 9 

ascertainment  of,  by  obtaining  legal  opinion  from  foreign  courts    .        9 

of  our  own  colonies,  how  proved    . 15 

must  be  proved  by  experts 67,  1214 — 1216 

who  are  experts  for  this  purpose 1216,  1217 

cannot  be  proved  by  production  ot  codes  or  statutes    .        .    .  1215,  1304 
can  they  be  proved  by  certificate  of  foreign  ambassador  in  England?   1517 

functions  of  judge  and  jury  respecting 67 

foreign  rules  of  evidence  cannot  affect  proceedings  in  our  Courts  .  68,  69 
27  LAW  OF  EVID.— V.  IV.  (4551) 
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FOREIGN  PROBATES  and  letters  of  administration,  effect  of       .    .        1484 
FOREIGN  STATES,  existence  and  titles  of,  judicially  noticed    .  3 

laws  of      (See  Foreign  Laws) 
courts  of.     (See  Foreign  Courts) 
judgments  of.     (See  Foreign  Judgm.,  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

acts  of,  how  proved    ...  ....  15,  16,  1308 

seals  of,  when  judicially  recognised      .        .        .  15,  16 

registers  of,  when  admissible 1356 

documents  deposited  in,  when  provable  by  secondary  evidence  405, 411,  412 
inscriptions  on  tombstones  in,  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree  .      575 
FOREIGN  TRIBUNALS  EVID.  ACT,  1856.     (See  Table  St.  19  &  20  V., 

c.  113) .    .  1113 

FOREIGN  WITNESS,  credibility  of    , .        78 

expenses  of  .    .        .  ...  ...  1057 

FOREIGNER  (See  Agent)  indie,  for  crime  here,  tho.  no  offen .  in  his  country     103 

his  ignorance  of  our  laws  no  defence         .    .      103 

of  rank,  how  described  in  indictment  ...  .  285,  286 

FORESTS,  reports  of  Commiss.  of,  how  proved  .        .    1309 

FORFEITURE,  questions  exposing  witness  to,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  1242 

extent  of  this  protection.         (%ee   Witnesses)    .  .1242 — 1255 

interrog.  exposing  deft,  to,  not  bound  to  answer  .  .        ...        481 

when  waived  by  suing  or  distraining  for  or  accepting  rent  608,  699 

by  landlord  having  misled  tenant  .  .    .        726 

when  not  waived  by  passive  acquiescence  in  breach        .  700,  701 

when  defeated  by  presumption  of  licence    ....  .    .      160 

must  be  prov.  by  party  rely.  on.  it.  tho.  such  prf.  invoh%  a  negative 

343,  344 
FORGERY,  in  indictment  for,  when  felonious  intent  presumed  .  104,  139 

what  description  of  instrument  sufiScient  in  indictment 284 

when  instrument  in  prisoner's  hands,  notice  to  propuce  necessary  379,  416 

proof  of  other  forgeries  in  general  inadmissible 306,  307 

when  admissible  to  prove  guilty  knowledge,  or  intent         .  325,  326 

acceptor  of  bill,  how  far  estopped  from  setting  up     .    .    .  .  728 

on  indict,  for  forging  a  record,  the  orig.  must  be  produced     .        .    1311 

for  forging  a  will,  is  the  probate  evid.  for  deft.  ?  .        .        1433 

for  forg.  cheque,  party  whose  name  forged  need  not  be 

called 367 

of  seal,  stamp,  or  signature  to  any  official  or  public  docum.,  felony      14 

indict,  for,  cannot  be  tried  at  Quarter  Sessions  .  .  1466 

FORMAL  ALLEGATIONS,  need  not  be  proved.     (See  Variance)  274 

recitals  in  instruments,  may  be  contradicted  by  parol  .        .    .        .      979 

FORMA  PAUPERIS.     (See  Pauper) 

FRANCE,  law  of,  as  to  presumption  of  survivorship .      221 

respecting  loss  of  ship  ,    .  223 

as  to  comparison  of  handwriting .  .    1584 

as  to  admitting  tradesman's  shop-books  ...  .      623 

as  to  interrogating  prisoners ...      762 

does  not  recognise  days  of  grace  on  bills  cf  exchange  .    .    ,  993 

■    implies  warranty  of  title  on  sale  of  specific  chattel  .    .    .  1003 

what  law  of  the  road  is  recognised  in  ...  .  .7 

FRAUD,  greater  danger  of,  where  witnesses  are  few    .    .  .  .  87,  88 

party  not  estopped  from  avoiding  deed  by  proving  .    .  115 

confession  obtained  by,  not  inadmissible  .  755 

will  render  void  every  instrument  .  .  967 

may  be  established  by  parol  evidence   .        .  ...      967 

judgment  inadmissible  on  proof  of    .    .  .  ....    1464 

(4552) 


INDEX.  1681 

PAGE 

FB-AXJD — con  tinued. 

laow  far  party  to  record  can  defeat  a  judgment,  by  proving    .  1464,  1405 

agents,  bankers, '&c.,  bound  to  disclose,  when  .  .  1245 

cannot  be  indicted  il"  they  disclose  ...       .    1245 

what  trusts  result  in  cases  of .      869 

■when  conclusively  presumed  in  case  oi  forgery 104 

when  conclusively  presumed  in  transfers  by  a  bankrupt      .        .  106,  107 
in  case  of  false  representations  .    .  106 

in  other  cases.     (See  Presumptions) 

equitable,  when  presumed 172, 173 

FRAUDS,  STAT.  OF.  (See  Stat,  of  Frauds,  and  Tahle  St.  29  C.  2,  c.  3) 
FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE,  when  presumed        ...           .          106, 107 
FRAUDULENT  TRUSTEE,  on  trial  of,  for  misdem.,  costs  of  witn.  al- 
lowable  •       1063 

will  not  be  protected  from  answering  in  Civil  Cts.  or  in  bankruptcy  1245 
but  no  such  answer  admiss.  against  witn.  on  subsequent  indictment    1245 

offence* by,  cannot  be  tried  at  Quarter  Sessions .        ]  466 

FREIGHT.  (See  Ship)  meaning  of  term  may  be  explained  by  evid.  of  usage     998 
FRENCH  CODE.     (See  France) 

FRIEND,  declarations  of,  inadmissible  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .    .  560 

confidential  communication  to,  not  privileged    .    .  .'      ,  788 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES,  documents  of,  how  proved 1381,1382 

exempt  from  stamp  duty  1382 

rules  of  how  proved 1375 

acknowledgments  of  amended  rules 1395 

of  registry  of ...    .  ...  .    1396 

effect  of  issue  of  such 1396 

devolution  of  property  in .        .        .        .  867 

discharge  of.  mortgages  of,  by  receipt .      865 

notices  of,  may  be  served  by  post  ....  .  .  199 

in  prosecutions  under  Act,  burthen  of  proof 353 

registrar  of,  may  admin,  oaths,  and  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  11C9 

county  Cts.  and  justices  and  registrars  may  grant  discovery  1544 

may  order  inspection  .  1544 

books  of,  may  be  inspected,  wlien  ...  1296 

infents  may  be  members  of .  ...  .  .    .  128 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES  ACT,  1875.     (See  Table  St.,  38  &  39  T.  o.  60) 
FRUITS,  when  within  §  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds        .  .        .  ...      893 

records  of  first-fruits  and  tenths,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls        1269 
FUGITIVE  OFFENDERS  ACT,  1881.     (See  Table  St.,  44  &  45  V,,  c.  69) 

depositions  and  other  documents  under,  how  proved        .    .  .    1330 

FUNCTIONS  OF  JUDGE  AND  JURY,  important  to  define  ...  33 

judge  to  decide  on  competency  of  witnesses  .  ...    1137 

to  regulate  mode  of  examining  witnesses    ...  .    1192 

to  decide  whether  trial  be  heard  on  aflSd.  or  by  viva  voce  evi. 

1186, 1187 

to  decide  on  admissibility  of  evidence ■.        .    2,  35 

and  on  evid.  and  facts  on  which  admissi.  depends  .    .    35—37,  311 

e.g.,  on  exist.  &  sufiiciency  of  threat  or  promise  to  excl.  conf.     '  35,  748 

on  belief  of   impending  death,  to  let  in  dying  declarations  .        36 

on  disability  of  witn.  to  attend,  to  let  in  deposition  36 

on  relationship  of  declarant  in  matters  of  pedigree     ...        36 

on  collusive  absence  of  attest,  witn.  to  let  in  evid.  of  his  signa.       33 

as  to  whether  instrument  be  duly  executed  or  stamped  .  36 

or  whether  it  comes  from  right  custody      .  .  36 
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or  whether  due  search  has  beeli  made  for  it  ...    .  .        36 

or  whether  notice  to  produce  it  has  heen  given    .  36,  406 

or  whether  it  be  properly  identified     .  .    .  .36 

or  whether  alteration  in  it  be  material   ...  .    .    1547 

or  whether  it  be  a  confidential  communication  .  37 

as  to  genuineness  of  writings  used  for  comparison    .    .        .        1585 

on  objection  to  witness,  on  ground  of  unripeness  or  imbecility      37 

of  competent  knowledge  of  expert  to  prove  foreign  laws   .    .        67 

on  due  service  of  subpoena ■.    .        .    .    1054 

on  validity  of  excuse  by  witness  for  not  producing  docum.  .  1 051 
as  to  what  acts  and  declarations  form  part  of  res  gestae  .  ..59 
on  unity  of  character  to  let  in  evidence  of  collateral  facts  .        37,  311 ' 

on  nature  of  evidence  to  prove  usage  in  trade 37 

these,  and  the  likefaets,  must  first  be  decided  by  judge,  however 

complicated  the  facts  ion  which  they  depend   .  .  .    .    35 — 37 

when  the  evidence  is  admitted,  the  jury  may  decide  on  its  weight  .        37 

rule  rejecting  second,  evid.,  less  strict  when  evid.  addressed  to  judge    399 

judge  to  exp.  rules,  by  which  facts  are  to  be  proved,and  evid.  weighed  37,  38 

e.g.,  to  explain  nature  of  any  presumptions    .  .    .  38,132 

to  point  out  what  is  conclusive  evidence  by  statute     ...        38 

ti5  point  out  when  single  witness  insufBcient  to  prove  guilt       38 

to  caution  jury  where  an  accomplice  is  witness  .        38 

•  how  far  to  state  opinion  respecting  merits  of  case    .    .    .    .  38,  39 

to  decide  if  there  is  any  evid.  to  be  submitted  to  jury        .  35,  39 

to  explain  law  applicable  to  issues  .    .  40 

and  to  distinguish  questions  of  law  from  questions  of  fact        40 

jury  to  decide  questions  of  fact,  and  to  take  the  law  from  judge  .        34 

observations  of  Ld.  Mansfield  and  Story,  ,T.,  on  this  subject        34 

illustrations  of  distinction  between  law  and  fact  ...        40 

mixed  cases,  what  are     .    .  .    .  41 

probable  cause,  question  for  judge    .    .  .41,  42 

credibility  of  witness,  question  for  jury  ...  .  43 

reasonable  belief  or  suspicion,  how  far  for  judge,  how  far  for  jury        43 

reasonable  time,  question  forjudge,  where  precise  rules  laid  down        44 

e.g.,  for  giving  notice  of  dishonour  .    .    .'  .  44 

for  presenting  cheque  or  note  payable  on  demand  45 

for  giving  notice  to  quit  a  tenancy  .  .48.49 

for  giving  notice  to  servant  to  quit    .    .  .        .  49 

for  protecting  a  member  of  parliament  from  arrest  49 

for  taking  party  arrested  to  prison  51 

for  countermanding  arrest 51 

for  executor  to  remove  goods  from  testator's  house  51 

for  service  of  subpoena       .    .  1054 

reasonable  time  for  which  party  suspected  may  be  committed  for 

re-examination,  how  far  question  forjudge  .  .  49,  50 

other  questions  of  reasonable  time  for  jury -51,52 

reasonable  hours,  question  for  judge,  where  precise  rules  laid  down        46 
e.g.,  for  presenting  instrument  at  banker's  .    .        .        46 

at  other  places    .    .  46 

for  demanding  or  tendering  rent  on  the  land     .  46,  47 

elsewhere  .        ,  46,  47 

for  delivery  of  goods    .  47 

reasonable  skill  or  care,  due  diligence,  and  gross  negligence,  how 

far  for  judge,  how  far  for  jury .52,53 

bona  fides,  actual  knowledge,  express  malice,  or  real  intention      .        54 
judge  certifies  for  costs  of  suing  in  superior  instead  of  inferior  cts  55,  56 

in  other  cases,  costs  are  now  in  judge's  discretion 55 
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FUNCTIONS  OP  JUDGE  AND  JVRY— continued. 

privileged  communications 57 

question, of  materiality  on  indictment  for  perjury 58 

permissive  occupation,  executor's  assent,  unsoundness  .  .        .        58 

definition  of  word  "  street " .        58 

unseaworthiness  &  materiality  of  facts  not  comm.  to  underwriters  58 
competency  of  a  testator,  cruelty  of  a  husband,  condonation  .  .  59 
acceptance  of  goods  to  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds    .  ...  59 

■whet^ier  a  tender  be  absolute  or  conditional  ...  .59 

what  interest  is  payable  on  a  foreign  bill  ....  .  59 

necessaries  supplied  to  infants .    .  .  59,  60 

construction  of  written  documents 61 — 67 

generally  belongs  to  judge  alone,  and  why 61,  02 

judge  will  construe  specification  of  patent  .  62 

will  decide  if  written  ack.  of  debt  or  title  will  oust  St.  of  Lim.       63 

will  decide  between  a  penalty  and  liquid,  dam.  .    .  .  62 

will  interpret  letters  and  contracts,  how  far  .  63,  64 

jury  may  interpret  technical  words  in  contract   ...  .  64 

may  decide  whether  an  excavation  is  a  mine 64 

whether  a  deed  has  been  delivd.  as  an  escrow  58,  1560 
whether  goods  sold,  have  been  accept,  hj  vendee  896 
what  is  a  representation  of  a  dramatic  piece  ...  64 
whether  instrument,  not  being  a  deed  or  will, 

was  altered  before  or  after  its  completion  .    .    .    1547 

jury  cannot  examine  a  record  to  give  opinion  as  to  an  erasure  in  it        65 

may  interpret  vsT-iting,  in  indictment  or  action  for  libel  .  65,  66 

how  far  judge  should  explain  what  constitutes  a  libel         .  66 

how  far  jury  may  interpret  writg. ,  on  trial  for  sending  threat,  lett.        66 

foreign  laws,  how  far  question  for  judge,  or  for  jury 67 

presumptions  of  fact,  how  far  for  judge,  or  for  jury  .  231,  232 

jury  in  Ireland  must  determine  whether  witness  has  been  secreted 

by  prisoner,  to  let  in  his  deposition  .    .  .        .      447 

FUNDHOLDEES  entitled  to  inspect  bank-books  1287 

FUNERAL  EXPENSES  of  deced.  husb.  necessary  for  infant  widow  .    ,        61 
FUNEREAL  INSCRIPTIONS.     (See  Inscriptions) 
FURNISHED  APARTMENTS.isnoticetoquitneces.  where  hiring  weekly?      48 

in  County  Courts  held  to  be  necessary 48 

agreement  to  take,  within  J  4  of  St.  of  Frauds 889 

if  not  reasonably  fit  for  habitation,  maybe  quitted  without  notice    1002 
FURNITURE,  custom  of  hotel-keepers  holding,  on  hire,  jud.  notd.      .    .  7 

meaning  of  term  in  will ...  .  185 

FUTURE  STATE  of  rewards  and  punishm.,  witn.  need  not  believe  in  .    .    1177 
GAME.     (See  Poaching) 

in  proceedings  under  game  laws,  defendant  must  prove  his  qualifon.      354 

privilege  of  shooting  must  be  granted  and  revoked  by  deed,  when      830 

may  be  revoked  by  parol,  when  .  ...      836 

lessee's  right  to  kill  ground  game  implied  in  demise     .  .    1001 

GAMING,  witnesses  giving  evid.  respecting,  how  far  indemnified    .  1246,  1388 

GAQL.     (See  Prison) 

GAOLER,  in  action  against,  for  escape,  he  may  dispute  legality  of  custody      732 
bringing  pris.  by  hab.  corp.  to  testify  in  crim.  et.  entit.  to  what  allow.  1070 

GARDENER  included  among  domestic  servants 49 

GARNISHEE,    judgment    and    execution  against,  in   suit  of  foreign 

attachm.,  when  an  estopped  in  his  favour   .    .           .        .    .1444,1445 
so  paym.  by,  or  exon.  on,  is  a  valid  discharge  as  against  judgm. 
debtor  I445 
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GAS,  register  of  meter  is  evidence  of  quantity  of  gas  consumed  .  202,  203 

fraudulent  abstraction  of,  proof  of        352,  353 

GAS  AND  WATER-WORKS  ACT,1873.    (See  TaUe  St.,  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  89) 

rules  made  under,  by  Board  of  Trade  jud.  noticed 26 

GAVELKIND,  custom  of,  judicially  noticed      7 

GAZETTE  judicially  noticed 20,  1305,  1418 

the  eutire  copy  must  be  produced — a  cutting  not  suff.  .    .    .  1305 

at  common  law  evid.  of  acts  of  State .    .        1418 

e.g.,  addresses  received  by  the  Croven         1418 

not  evidence  at  Com.  Law  of  other  acts  of  public  functionaries  .        1418 

e.g.,  appointment  of  officers  to  commission  in  army       .    .    .        1418 

Queen's  grant  of  land  to  subject  ...  .    .  .        1419 

primA  facie  evid.by  ^tat.  of  proclam.,  orders,  cr  regul.  issued  by 

the  Crown  or  Government .    .        ,  1305,  1418 

conclusive  evidence  by  stat.  in  certain  cases 1419 

e.g.,  of  proclam.  notices,  &c.,  under  Irish  Peace  Preservation 

Acts .  .        .  .    1419 

of  issue  of  bank  notes  .    .    .  .    .    1419 

of  orders  in  council  under  Extradition  Act 1420 

underCy.  Boundaries,  Irel., Acts  1419, 1505 
under  City  of  Lond.  Paroch.  Char. 

Act,  1883    .  1420 

of  notices  under  Acts  relating  to  drainage  in  Ireland  .    .    1420 

oi'  what  proceedings  in  bankruptcy 1321,  1420,  1491 

of  appointment  of  officer  to  commission  in  army  .    .    1414 

gazettes  and  newspapers,  when  evidence  of  notice  .    .    .    .  1420,1421 

e.g.,  containing  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership  •       1421 

of  blockade  of  foreign  port  .    .        1420 

inference  must  be  raised,  that  party  has  read  advertise- 
ment .  ....  .    .  ...    1421 

how  this  may  be  done ...    1421 

GENERAL  INTEREST.     (See  PuMc  and  General  Interest) 
GENERAL  ISSUE  practically  abol.  except  in  plead,  subsequent  to  defence    293 
issue  may  be  joined  on  defence  and  any  subsequent  pleadings   .  292,  293 

but  need  not  be  so  joined  .    .'  .  295 

such  joinder  of  issue  denies   every   material    allegation  in   the 

preced.  pleading 292,  293 

effect  of,  under  old  forms  of  pleading 293 — 295 

any  defence  might  be  raised  to  shew  that  no  debt  ever  existed 

before  action .        .        .  293 

plea  of  "  not  guilty  by  statute"  still  remains 299 

but  must  not  be  pleaded  with  any  other  pleas  without  leave  299,  301 
the  words  "by  statute"  must  be  inserted  in  margin  of  plea;  .  .  299 
the  Act  must  be  speciiied  on  which  defendant  relies  .    .  .      299 

what  is  acting  in  pursuance  of  a  statute .  299   300 

what  defences  available  under  plea  of  .    .    .  .  ...      301 

when  allowable   .    .  .  .    .  299 303 

GENERAL  REGISTER  OFFICE.     (See  Eegisfer  Office) 

GENUINE,  meaning  of  term  as  applied  to  documents     ...  .        .    1586 

writings  may  be  used  for  comparison ,        .    1585 

GESTATION,  time  of,  how  far  judicially  noticed  .    .  ,  .  .20 

GIFT  of  chattels,  when  irrevocable 837 

deed  of,  presumptions  respecting 172  17(3  177 

GIRL.     (See  Children,  Infant) 

GOD,  belief  in,  not  requisite  in  witness.     {Bee  Competency)  ...        11 7() 

presumed  primtl  facie 215   216   1177 
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GOOD  CHARACTER.     (See  Character) 

GOOD  FAITH.     (See  Bona  Fides) 

GOODS,  what  amounts  to  constructive  delivery  of 895 — 900 

delivery  of,  within  what  hours  must  be  Aade 47,  48 

gift  of,  when  complete,  and  mortgage  of  when  valid 837 

contct.  for  sale  of,  must  be  by  signed  writ.,  when.  (See  Si.  of  Frauds)     870 

though  not  actually  made,  &o.     (See  Ld.  Tenderden's  Act)       871 

several  articles  bought  at  one  time  at  distinct  prices,  within  rule        895 

growing  crops,  when  within  the  rule .  892 — 894 

scrip  and  shares  in  companies  not  within  rule 892 

stock  and  exchequer  bills  not  within  the  rule  .  892 

fixtures  not  within  the  rule 895 

partpaym.  oraccept.&receiptof goods,oustsrnle.  {See St.of  Frauds)     871 
warranty  of  title  and  quality,  when  implied  in  sale  of  .    .    .  1003 — 1006 

GOVERNESS,  how  far  presumed  to  be  hired  for  a  year .      196 

not  liable  to  discharge  at  a  month's  notice 49 

GOVERNMENT,  acts  of,  how  proved .24,  1304—1308 

acts  of  foreign  or  colon.,  how  proved 15,  1308 

communic.  to  &  from,  when  inadmiss.     (See  Pricil.  Communic.)  814 — 816 
GOVERNOR  OF  COLONY,  communications  from,  privileged  ....  809,  816 

GRACE,  days  of,  when,  and  how  many  allowed  in  diff.  places  .        .      993,  994 
may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence    ....  .  993 

abolished  in  Engl,  in  what  cases         ...  .    .        .      993 

GRAND  JURY,  transactions  before,  how  far  privileged    ...  .  811 — 813 

perjury  before,  whether  indictable .  812 

GRANT,  when  presumed 152—155 

from  Crown,  how  proved ,   .    .  1304 

rights  lying  in,  must  be  evidenced  by  deed 835 

since  1st  of  Oct.  1845,  corporeal  hereds.  lie  in,  as  well  as  in  livery  851 

when  ancient,  acts  of  author  and  usage  admissible  to  explain    .  1024 

must  come  from  proper  custody  to  be  admissible  .  582 

what  is  proper  custody  for 583 

what  is  not     .  _ .        .  582 

GRASS,  when  within  §  4  of  St.  of  Frauds               893 

GRAVESTONES,  inscriptions  on,  provable  by  secondary  evidence  404,  405,  575 

admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree     .    .    .      574 
though  placed  in    dissenters'  burial 
ground   ...  ....  575 

or  in  a  foreign  country    575 

GREAT  SEAL,  judicially  noticed 10 

wafer  great  seal,  judicially  noticed    ....  .  .10 

GROSS  NEGLIGENCE,  how  far  question  for  judge,  how  far  for  jury  .    .        52 
GROWING  CROPS,  when  within  §  4  of  St.  of  Frauds  .    .    .  892—894 

when  not  within  §  4  are  within  §  17 .    .  894 

presumption  respecting  title  of  executor  to  ...  184 

GUARANTEE,  must  be  by  writing  signed  under  St.  of  Frauds   .    .    .  870,  933 

the  consideration  need  not  appear  in  the  vrriting 871,  880 

what  constitutes  a  guarantee 881  — 884 

how  far  partners  can  bind  each  other  by .    .  204,  205 

extends  to  tort  as  well  as  contract 884 

may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence,  when      1019 

provisions  of  St.  ot  Frauds  extended  by  Ld.  Tenderden's  Act  933 

effect  of  material  alteration  in 1548 

amendment  of  declaration  on,  when  allowed  under  old  law    .    .    .      246 
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GUARDIAN.     (See  Prochein  Amy),  admissions  b3^ 654 

not  a  party  witliin  rule,  whicli  make  judgm.  evid.  for  or  against 

parties 1439 

affidavit  of,  to  bill  against  infant,  not  evid.  against  infant  in  another 

suit 665 

but  evidence  against  himself  in  subsequent  suit  .  665 

foreign  sentences  as  to  guardianship,  effect  of 1483 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  by  ward  to   .    .               .  .    .      172 

deed  by  father  appointing,  raust  be  attested 949,  1565 

GUARDIANS  OP  POOR,  proof  and  effect  of  certificates  of  chargeability  by  1382 

of  orders  given  by,  respecting  complaints,  &c 1375 

relief  given  by,  to'pauper  out  of  parish,  effect  of 697 

of  parish,  notices  of  chargeabil.  and  grounds  of  appeal,how  signed  by     943 

GUERNSEY,  laws  of,  judicially  noticed '.    .  9 

judicial  proceedings  of  Courts  of,  how  proved     .  .  1325 

baptismal  register  of,  when  admissible     ....  .    .    1356 

forms  part  of  diocese  of  Winchester   ...  .    .  ...    1356 

GUEST,  presump.  respect,  missing  goods  deposited  with  innkeeper  by  .      206 
what  constitutes  a  guest 206 

GUILT,  when  presumed.     (See  Presumption) 

possession  of  fruits  of  crime,  when  evidence  of   .    .        .  83,  84,  IGl — 163 
of  coining  tools,  &c.,  when  evidence  of  .    .  ...      349 

GUILTY,  pleading,  conclusive  evidence  of  guilt  ....  .    .  742,  743 

principal  pleading,  no  evidence  against  accessory 778 

e.g..  thief  pleading,  no  evidence  of  theft  as  against  receiver  778 

judgm.  in  criminal  case  upon  pleaof,admiss  agst.  deft,  in  civil  action  1447 
knowledge,  collateral  facte  admissible  to  prove 325 — 328 

HABEAS  CORPUS  AD  TESTIFICANDUM.    {S,(ie  Attend,  of  Witn.)  1084—1089 

HABIT  AND  REPUTE  evid.  of  marriage 190,  514,  515 

HACKNEY  CARRIAGES,  agreemente  between  proprietors  and  drivers 

must  be  in  writing  and  attested  .  .        ...  ...  941,  1565 

HALL  OF  STATIONERS'  COMPANY.     (See  Copynglit) 

HAMLET,  boundaries  of,  provable  by  reputation     ...  .    .      542 

HANDBILLS,  are  contents  of,  provable  by  parol 380 

HANDWRITING.     (See  Signature)  evidence  respecting,  liable  to  error  .        88 
signature  of  what  statutable  writings,  unnecessary,  to  prove  .        13 

signaturesof  superior  judges,  judicially  noticed 14 

forging  or  uttering  forged  sigs.  of  official  or  judicial  docum.  felony  14,  15 
solicitor  competent  to  prove  client's  writing   .        ...  ...      805 

Modes  of  Proving:— 1579—1591 

1.  by  calling  writer .        ....    1579 

not  necessary  to  call  him .  367 

2.  by  vritness  who  saw  instrument  or  signature  written  ....    1579 

3.  by  witness  who  knows  writing  from  having  seen  party  write  1579 
evid.resting  on  knowledge  thus  obtained  varies  much  in  weight  1579 
admiss.,  though  witness  has  not  seen  party  write  for  20  years  1580 

or  has  seen  him  write  but  once,  and  only  his  surname    .  1580 

proof  of  mark  by  wit.whohasseen  party  affix  itto  other  writings  1580 
inadmiss.,  where  witn.  has  merely  seen  party  write  after  com. 

of  suit 1580 

4.  by  witness  who  corresp.  with  party,  or  acted  on  his  letters    .  1581 

instances  of  sufficient  knowledge  thus  obtained 1581 

studying  signatures  for  purpose  of  testifying,  insufficient  .    .  1589 

witness  must  speak  to  his  belief'  ...  1208 

belief  must  be  founded  on  actual  knowledge  of  writing  .    .    .  1580 
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HANDWRITING— eonimuprf. 

5.  by  comparison  of  writings .  1583 — 1589 

this  formerly  not  allowed,  but  old  law  abrogated     .    .  .    1584 

judge  must  be  satisfied  that  writings  used  for  compar.  is 

genuine 1585 

meaning  of  term  "genuine" .    1586 

compar.  may  be  made  by  skilled  witnesses 1585 

by  witn. acquainted  with  handwriting    1585 
by  the  jury       ....  .  1585 

by  the  Court,  if  no  jury    .        ...        1585 
party  may  be  made  to  write  in  ct. ,  and  such  wilting  may  be  compa. 

1585, 1586 

compar.  may  relate  to  character  of  writing  .    .  .    1586 

to  form  of  letters    .    .        .    .  1586 

to  use  of  capitals,  stops,  &c 1586 

to  orthography  of  words 1586 

to  style  of  composition 1586 

to  fact  of  doc.  being  in  a  feigned  hand  .    .        1586 
can  knowl.  of  witn.  be  tested  by  showing  him  inadmiss.   docs., 
not  proved  genuine,  and  asking  if  they  are  in  the  same  hand 

as  doc.  in  dispute  ?         1587 

of  ancient  documents  requires  less  strict  proof  than  i  n  oth  er  cases  1 587, 1 588 
what  will  be  regarded  as  sufficient  proof  .    .  .  1588,  1589 

when  no  proof  required 112 

experts  may  be  called  to  prove  date  of  ancient  writing    573,  12(j9,  1589 

or  that  writing  is  in  feigned  hand    .    .  1209,  1590 

when  witness  may  speak  to,  without  producing  document  .    .  1590, 1591 

HATCHMENTS  admissible  as  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree    ....      574 

HEALTH.     (See  Public  Health  Act) 

Local  Boards  of,  and  Sanitary  Authorities,  seals  of,  require  no  proof  11 
documents  purporting  to  proceed  from,  how  proved  .  .  .  1377 
certain  contracts  of,  to  be  under  seal  .        .  .  .      848 

by-laws  made  by,  how  proved  ...  .  .  1415 

rate  books  kept  by,  how  proved 1366 

,  by  whom  inspected 1294 

registers  of  mortgages  kept  by,  how  inspected .-    1294 

registers  of  voters  for,  may  be  inspected       1294 

minutes  of  proceed,  at  meetings  of,  how  proved  .    .        1516 

HEARSAY,  what  it  is 506—509 

rule  excluding,  caricatured  by  pickens  ....  .      507 

not  recognised  in  Scotland 507 

ground  for  its  exclusion  in  this  countiy   ....  .        .        .  508,  509 

inadmissible  though  no  other  evidence  attainable         507 

though  it  be  an  examination  taken  on  oath    .        .  508 

a  deposition  of  pauper  respecting  settlemen  t      508 
a  declaration  of  deceased  attesting  witness         508 

admissions  of,  how  far  receivable .  652 

rule  respecting,  applies  to  things  done  as  well  as  written    .        .    .      509 

sometimes  inconvenient 509 — 513 

evidence  of  treatment  and  opinion  admitted  in  Eccles.  Courts  .    .      512 

distinction  between,  and  original  evidence 513 

what  declarations  are  not: — 

1.  where  fact  that  declarat.  was  made,  and  not  its  truth,  in  question 

513,  536 

e.g.,  information,  upon  which  one  has  acted 513 

replies  given  to  inquiries  for  information  ....            .      514 
general  reputation,  notoriety 514 

2.  expressions  of  bodily  or  mental  feelings 516,  536 
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HEAESAY— coB/ijmer/. 

e.g.,  complaints  of  injury,  recent!  facto 517 

mutnal  deportment  of  husband  and  wife  in  adultery  peti- 
tions ...  •        •      518 

3,  decl.  and  acts  forming  part  of  res  gestae.    (See  Bes  Gestee)  519 — 524,  536 
which  are  evid.  of  declarant's  knowledge,  belief,  or  intention  .      521 

but  no  proof  of  facts  themselves .  521,  522 

declarations  explaining  irrelevant  acts  inadmissible 522 

declarations  need  not  be  contemporaneous  with  principal  fact   .    .      523 

but  narratives  of  past  events  inadmissible 524 

acts  and  declarations  of  conspirators.     (See  Conspirators)        .    525 — 529 
of  co-trespassers  .  ...  .      630 

of  partners .  530,  531 

except  the  acknowledgement  of  debt   .      532 

of  joint  contractors    ....  532 

of  agents 533 — 536 

Exceptions  to  rule  rejecting: — 

1.  inmattersof  pub.  &gen.  int.    {See  Publied  Gen.  Interest, Lis Mota)     537 

2.  of  pedigree.     (See  Pedigree,  Lis  Mota) 560 

3.  of  ancient  possession.     (See  Ancient  Possession)    .    .      580 

4.  declarations  against  interest.     (See  Interest )      .    .  ....      588 

5.  in  course  of  ofSce  or busi.  (See  CoMrseo/O^ce  or iSiiSLness)     612 

6.  dying  declarations.     (See  Dying  Declarations)        625 

HEATHEN  may  be  competent  as  a  witness,  and  how  sworn  .  1179, 1180 

HEDGE,  presumptions  as  to  ownership  of .143,144 

HEIR,  estoppels  by  ancestor,  binding  on     .  .    .  .  .  113 

admissions  of  ancestor,  when  evidence  against  .  .        .  682 

conv.estate,  estopped  after  its  descentonhim, from  denying  histitle      118 
bound  by  judgment  for  or  against  ancestor  .  ....    f442 

reversions  of,  formerly  protected  by  Equity 173,  174 

this  rule  abolished  by  31  v.,  c.  4  174 

HERALDS,  books  of,  where  deposited 1270 

sometimes  admissible  in  cases  ot  pedigree   .    .        .  579, 1504 

oificer  of  college  of,   may  explain  armorial  bearings  in  cases  of 

pedigree .  ...      579 

have  exercised  no  authority  since  Revolution  .    .           .  •    .  >  •      579 
office  of,  not  proper  custody  for  old  MSS.  respect,  dissolved  monas- 
teries   .    .      582 

book  from  college  of,  not  evidence .    .    1354 

communication  to  officer  of  college  not  privileged  .        .      788 

HERIOT,  custom  of,  provable  by  reputation .  543 

custom  to  take,  may  be  annexed  as  incident  to  a  lease     .    .  .      994 

HIGH  AND  LOW  "WATER,  presumption  as  to  land  between   .    .  142 

HIGH  COURT.     (See  Supreme  Court) 

HIGH  TREASON.     (See  Treason) 

HIGHWAY.     (See  Bead,  and  Bohbery),  presumption  as  to  ownership  of      142 

as  to  dedication  of,  to  public       ....      154 

right  of,  provable  by  reputation 538,  542 

in  indict,  for  non-repair  of,  locality  must  be  alleged  and  proved    .      276 
conviction  conclusive  of  liability  to  do  repairs, on  second  indict.  1442, 1473 

acquittal  will  not  prove  non-liability,  on  second  indict 1473 

Act,  inspection  of  what  books  allowed  by.      (See  Turnpike)    .    .    .    1301 
order  of  js.  for  making  highway  district,  how  proved  ....  1336,  1377 

HIGHWAY  RATE,  how  proved 167 

HINDOO  LAW,  as  to  limitations  of  actions 96 
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HIRING  AND  SEEVICE,  when  presumed  to  be  for  a  year  .  195 

contract  of,  explained  by  custom  as  to  holidays  ...  ....      994 

terms  of,  provable  by  parol,  though  reduced  to  writing,  when     378,  379 

HISTORY,  public,  when  admissible .22  1517  1518 

private,  inadmissible  .  1518 

HOLDING  OVER  by  tenate,  presumptive  effect  of 215 

HOLIDAYS,  custom  as  to,  may  explain  contract  of  hiring  and  service  .      994 

HOMICIDE,  malice  presumed  from,  unless  rebutted.     (See  Murder)  139 

dying  declarations  admissible  in  casesof  [Qao  Dying  DeclaraUons)6'2&—eZ2 

depositions  of  deceased  on  charge  of  assault,  admiss.  on  trial  for  .      425 

married  women  may  be  convicted  of .    .        .    .      209 

HONOURS,  actions  to  perpetuate  testimony  respecting  claims  to     .    .  489,  490 
HOPE,  confessions  under  influence  of,  when  inadmissible.     (See  Confes- 
sions) .    .  ....  748—761 

HOPS  not  within  ?  4  of  St.  of  Frauds .893 

contract  respecting,  may  be  explained  by  usage 989 

HORSE,  whether  nomen  generalissimum  in  an  indictment  283 

unsoundness  of,  question  for  jury      ....  58 

onus  of  proving,  is  on  plaintiff    ...  .    .  .      342 

declarations  of  servant  on  sale  of,  how  far  binding  on  master      533,  534 

HOSIERY  TRADE,  burthen  of  proof  in  disputes  in  352 

HOSTILE  WITNESS  may  be  examined  in  chief  by  leading  questions    .    1197 

may  be  discred.  by  party  calling  him,  how  and  when  1218 

HOTEL-KEEPER,  presumption  respecting     .    .  206 

liability  of,  for  lost  goods,  limited .  206,  207 

custom  of  holding  furniture  oh  hire  by,  judicially  noticed  .  .  7 

HOURS,  reasonable,  question  for  judge  where  precise  rules  laid  down    .        44 

e.g.,  for  presenting  instruments  at  bankers' 45,  46 

at  other  places    .    .  ....        46 

for  demanding  or  tendering  rent  on  the  land  ....      46,  47 

elsewhere  .    .  .46,  47 

for  delivery  of  goods ...        .  47 

HOUSE  let  in  flats,  presumptive  right  of  occupiers  ....  .    .      145 

presumptive  title  to  support  of  adjoining  house     ....  145 

lodging,  registers  of,  how  proved.     (See  Lodging,  Lodging-ITouses)     1375 
HOUSE  OF  COMMONS.     (See  Parliament) 

attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced     ....  .    1094 

before  select  committees  .        .    1095 

witn.  attending  before,  may  be  sworn   .    .  ...  .    1095 

before  committee  of,  may  be  sworn .        1 095 

witnesses  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest.     (See  Arrest)        1130 
statements  made  in,  not  to  be  disclosed    ....  .        .    .        .      814 

journals  of,  how  proved ...  13,  25,  1309 

admissibility  and  effect  ot  .    .        .  ....    1417 

on  trial  of  elect,  petit.,  declarat.  of  voters  agst.  own  votes  admiss.     666 
HOUSE  OF  LORDS.     (See  Parliament,  Peer) 

mode  of  enforcing  attendance  of  witnesses  before 1093 

before  committees  of  .  1093 
select  committees  of,  examine  witn.  unsworn,  when  .  ...  1093 
witnesses  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest.  (See  Arrest)  .  1130 
judgments  of,  provable  by  minutes  on  journals  .  ....    1335 

journals  of,  how  proved .  13,  25,  1309 

admissibility  and  effect  of .    .  .    1417 

statements  made  in  not  to  be  disclosed 814 

on  bills  of  divorce  in,  when  wife's  letters  were  admissible      .  673 
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HOUSE-BREAKING,  proof  respecting  place  must  correspond  with  alle- 
gation  276 

party  indicted  for,  may  be  found  guilty  of  larceny       270 

party  indicted  for  burglary  may  be  found  guilty  of  ....      270 

party  acquitted  of,  cannot  be  indicted  for  larceny,  when         .    .    .    1460 
party  acquitted  of  larceny  cannot  be  indicted  for,  when     ....    1460 

presumption  of  guilt  from  possession  of  implements  for  .    .      349 

HUNTSMAN  included  in  term  "  domestic  servants  "      .    .  ....        49 

HUSBAND  &  WIFE,    (See  Married  Woman)  intercourse  betw.,    when 

presumed 129 

coercion  of  wife  by  husband,  when  presumed 209,  21 0 

marriage  of,  when  presumed  from  cohabitation  .  190 

when  strict  proof  of  marriage  necessary      .        .  190,  191 

wife's  agency  in  ordering  necessaries,  when  presumed  .   .  210,  211 

husb.  not  liable  for  money  lent  to  wife,  under  old  law  .    .    .        .  212 

liable  under  present  law,  when 212 

communications  between,  privileged 781 

meaning  and  extent  of  the  rule 781,  782 

in  civil  proceedings,  admiss.  witnes.  for  or  agst.  each  other  .    .    .      1147 
in  Div.  &  Mat.  Division,  how  far  admissible  .    .        .    .  1150,  1153 

in  crim.  proceedings  inadmissible  for  or  against  each  other  .  1158,  1164 
except  where  crime  committed  by  one  on  the  other  .  .  1165,  1166 
how  far  admissible  for  or  against  co-defts.  of  each  other  .  .  .  1160 
wife  not  admiss.  agst  husb. ,  in  case  under  Vagrant  Act  for  desertion  1166 
for  further  illustrations  of  competency  of.  (See  Competency) 
dying  declons.  of  either  admis.  where  other  chargted  with  homicide  628 
mutual  deportment  of,  evid.  in  suit  for  dam.  for  adultery  ....  518 
letters  of,  to  each  other  or  to  strangers,  admissible  in  same  suit  .    .      518 

but  date  of  letters  must  be  proved «     518 

confesions  by  wife,  how  far  admiss.  in  suits  before  ct.  for  divorce  673 — 675 

'  wife's  letters,  how  far  they  were  admissible  on  bills  for  divorce         673 

confessions  by  wife,  how  far  they  were  admissible  in  Eccles.  Cts   .      674 

admissions  of  wife,  how  far  admissible  against  herself 671 

against  her  trustees   .    .  671,  672 
for  her  husband   ...        .      672 
presumption  against  deed  of  gift  by  wife  to  husband   ...        .  172,  173 
acts,    declarations,  and  admissions  by  wife,  when  admiss.    agst. 

husb.  on  ground  of  agency  or  as  part  of  res  gesta;  .  535,  536,  675,  676 
declarations  of  husband  and  wife  in  matters  of  pedigree  .  .  .562,563 
how  far  husband  and  wife  can  give  evid.  to  bastardise  their  issue  .  817 
joined  answ.  of,  tobillinCh.,  no  evid.  agst.  wife  after  husband's  death  664 
except  when  it  relates  to  her  separate  estate  .  .  664 
when  parties  estopped  from  denying  that  they  are  married  .  .  721 
verdict  against  wife  before  marriage,  when  binding  upon    .  1442 

wife's  chattels  real  assigned  tohusb.  by  marr.,  when 866. 

husband  how  far  liable  for  wife's  debts  before  marr 715,1442 

cannot  sue  for  wife's  wages,  when  .  .  ....  675_ 

IDENTITY,  when  articles  should  be  produced,  to  be  identified  by  jury  497 — 500 

when  inferred  by  jury  from  comparison 500 

presumpt;  respecting,  when  parent  and  child  bear  the  same  name    213 

of  party  sued,  with  obligor  of  instrument  sued  on,  how  proved  1575 — 1578 

similarity  ol  name  and  residence,  or  of  name  and  trade,  will  do  1577 

inference  may  be  drawn  from  mere  identity  of  name   .    .    .        1578 

of  client  with  a  party  to  suit,  may  be  proved  by  the  solicitor    .    .      806 

318 

1.384 

768 

1384 


of  prisoner,  collateral  facts  when  admissible  to  prove  . 

of  prisoner  may  be  proved  by  photograph , 

of  prisoner,  with  person  whose  examination  is  put  in 

of  prisoner  with  person  named  in  certif.  of  previous  conviction 
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IDE'NTITY— continued. 

of  party  witli  person  whose  handwriting  is  proved 1583 

of  subject  mentioned  in  document  -ydien  ascertained  by  parol  1015 — 1030 
of  parties  and  points  in  issue,  how  far  necessary  : — 

to  let  in  former  depositions 425 — 428 

to  let  in  former  judgments  as  estoppels.   (See  Public  Records)  1 437 — 1462 
in  questions  of,  witness  may  speak  to  his  belief  or  opinion  .        .    .    1208 

IDIOT,  incompetent  witness .  .    .        .    .    1169 

dying  declaration  of,  inadmissible  ...  628 

if  witness  objected  to,  as  being  an,  qnestion  forjudge 37 

IGNOEANTIA  JUEIS  NEMINEM  EXCUSAT  applies  to  foreigners    .  103 

ILLEGALITY,  party  not  estopped  from  avoiding  deed  by  proving       .  115,  116 
will  render  void  every  instrument  .    *  .        .    .  .  .    .      967 

may  be  established  by  parol  evidence    .    .  ...  967 — 969 

when  presumed  .  348 — 353 

ILLEGITIMACY.     (See  Legitimacy,  Bastardy) 

ILLNESS.     (See  Sickness) 

IMBECILITY  of  mind.     (See  Idiot) 

IMMATERIAL  ALLEGATIONS  need  not  be  proved  262 

IMMOEALITY,  party  not  estopped  from  avoiding  deed  by  proving    .    .      115 
evid.  of,  in  what  actions  and  how  far  admiss 334 — 338 

IMMUTABILITY,  presumptions  in  favour  of         .  .    214—216 

IMPAETIALITY  of  wit.  may  be  impeached  by  quest.  &  contradict.    .    ]    1233 

IMPERTINENCE  of  witness,  evidence  of  his  falsehood       .  .  75 

IMPLIED  CONTRACTS.     (See'  Contracts  and  Annexing  Incidents) 

IMPOTENCE,  presumption  respecting,  from  ineffectual  cohab.  .        .  213 

from  infancy       .    .  ...  127 

IMPRISONMENT.     (See  False  Imprisonment,  Duress) 

IMPROPRIATOR,  lay,  entries  in  books  of,  whether  admissible     ...  604 

INADVERTENCE.     (See  Mistake) 

INCIDENTS,  annexed  by  usage.     (See  Annexing  Incidents)       .    .    .  993; — 1014 

by  law  merchant .      996,  997 

by  common  law  or  Stat .    997 — 1009 

INCLOSURE  of  waste  by  tenant  presumed  to  be  for  landlord     .    .  .      147 

INCLOSURE  COMMISS.,  now  styled  Land  Commiss.  for  England  .        .        12' 

witnesses,  how  made  to  attend  before .    1123 

award  by,  not  invalid  for  want  of  enrolment       .    ,  ...      959 

may  be  enrolled       ...        .  ....  .    .      959 

how  proved 1345,  1377 

INCOMPETENCY.     (See  Competency) 

IjSTCONSISTENT  statements,  when  party  can  show  that  his  wit.  has  made     1218 

INCORPORATED  LAW  SOCIETY,  whatdocum.  may  be  signed  by  regr.  of  1400 

rules,  notices,  &c.,  of,  how  authenticated      1362 

rolls  and  books  of,  may  be  inspected,  when     .        ...  .        .    1298 

INCORPORATION  ofwritings  in  will .    910,1031 

in  contracts .      876 

INCORPOREAL  RIGHTS,  what  that  term  includes    ...  835 

presumption  as  to ...  .    .  .      155 

St.  of  Limit,  affecting        ...  ....        97 

how  taken  out  of  Stat .        .97,  938 

must  be  evidenced  by  deed        .      835 

INCUMBENCY,  acting  as  parson,  admission  of 694 

(4563) 


1692  INDEX. 

PAGE 

INCUMBENT.     (See  Parson) 

INCUMBERED  ESTATES,  seal  of  former  Comm.  for  sale  of,  requires  no 

'  proof .        11 

INCUMBRANCE,  effect  of  paying  off,  by  tenant  for  life  .  .    .        .174,  175 
INDECENCY  of  disclosures,  no  objection  to  evidence     .  .  .      816 
INDECENT  ASSAULT,  consent  of  young  female  inoperate.,  when  .    .  127 
INDECENT  EXPOSURE  of  person,  on  trial  for,  cost  of  witn.  may  be  al- 
lowed   .    .    .           ...                        1063 

INDEMNIFY,  promise  to,  what  amounts  to  guaran.  within  St.  of  Frauds  822 — 884 
witness  when  indemnified  by  giving  evidence  .    ;   .    .  1245,  1246 

certificates  of  indemnity  granted  to  witnesses,  effect  of  .        .    1388 

INDEMNITY,  when  given  under  oijder  of  Court,  plff.  may  sue  on  lost  bill      404 
INDENTURE. .    (See  Deed) 
INDIA.     (See  East  India  Company,  Hindoo  Law,  Mahomedan) 

articles  of  war  for  the  forces  in,  judicially  noticed 5 

regist.  ofmarr.  in,  since  1st  Jan.,  1852,  must  be  attested  by  two  witn.     949 

records  of  baptisms,  marr.,  and  burials  in,  where  kept  .    .    .  1270 

admiss.  as  public  documents  .        ...  .  1358 

how  proved .    1366 

list  of  passengers  to,  admiss.  as  public  documents 1358 

suits  in,  aided  by  examinat.  taken  in  Engl.,  Scotl.,  and  Irel  1112 — 1115 
depositions  respecting  misdem.  committed  in, how  taken  and  proved, 

and  when  and  where  admiss 448 — 451,  1330 

depositions  respecting  causes  of  action  arising  in    .    .  .    .  450 

wills  made  in,  how  executed 900 

judicial  proceedings  of  Courts  in,  how  proved  .  ....  1325 

acknowledgment  of  debt  by  agent  in         .  657 

INDIAN  EVIDENCE  ACT,  1872 

s.  70,  admission  of  exon.  by  party  to  attested  doc.  .  1566 

s.  73,  comparison  of  handwriting 1584 

person  may  be  compelled  to  write  in  court  for  that  purpose        1584 

s.  118,  who  may  testify      '. 1169 

a.  120,  married  persons,  comp.  witn.  in  crim.  proceed.  ,    .  .    1158 

s.  159,  refreshing  memory 1198 

experts  refreshing  memory 1214 

when  witn.  may  use  copy  of  doc.  to  refresh  memory  1200 

s.  167,  improper  adm.  or  reject,  of  ev.,  when  no  ground  for  new  trial  1593 
machine  copies  presumed  correct  .  .  387 

INDICTMENT,  within  what  time  some  must  be  preferred.      (See  Lirni-- 

tations) ....       98 — 100 

ameadment  of.     (See  Amendment)  .  .  256 — 260 

dread  of  amending,  erroneous ,      261 

immaterial  averments  may  be  omited  from  ...  .  274,  275 

formal  defects  in,  how  objected  to.     (See  Variance)   .    .    .  275 

form  of,  in  prosecut.  for 'forgery  ...  284 

under  Debtors'  Act ...      284 

under  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883  .  .  284 

venue  need  only  be  stated  in  margin  of  ......    .        .  275 

excepting  when  local  description  is  required  •     .    .  .      275 

prisoner  not  entitled  to  copy  of,  in  felony    ....  .    .        1273 

may  claim  to  have  it  read  slowly  in  open  court  .        .  1273 

the  rule  of  withholding  the  copy  highly  unjust .    1273 

does  not  extend  to  misdemeanors 1273 

nor  to  treason,  except  that  of  compass,  death  or  injury  to  Queen  1273 
in  other  treasons  pris.  entitled  to  copy  of,  ten  days  before  trial  .  .  1272 
in  action  for  malicious  pros.,  is  plaintiff  entitled  to  copy  of?  .    .    .    1274 
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INDICTMENT— conimweti. 

when  several  offences  charged  in  same,  doctrine  of  election  .  .  315 — 318 
declons.  exposing  declarant  to,  no  evid.  aft.  death,  as  agst.  interest  590 
questions  tending  to  expose  witness  to,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  1242 

extent  of  this  protection,  and  exceptions  to  it 1242 — 1249 

documents  tending  to  expose  witness  to,  he  is  not  hound  to  produce  1252 
when  principal  liable  to,  for  act  of  agent  .    .  .  ...      135,136 

name  of  bastard,  how  described  in        .  ,    .     •    •  .    .  285 

what  sufficient  description  of  .partners,  joint  tenants,  trustees,  &c. ,  in      286 

when  evidence  of  prisoner's  character  admissible 327 — 332 

no  tender  of  expenses  to  witnesses,  necessary  in .    .    1060 

■  unless  witness  lives  in  Scotland  or  Ireland  .  .  1060, 1076 
whenCt.  maygrantcosts  topros.  &  witn.  {See  Attend,  of  Wiin.)1060 — 1065 
scale  of  costs  allowed  under  order  of  Home  Secret  ....  1G65 — 1071 
when  Ct.  may  grant  rewards  for  activity  in  taking  offenders  1071 — 1073 
when  Ct.  may  make  pros,  pay  deft.'s  costs  .    .  ...     1074,  1075 

for  what  offences  not  triable  by  Justices  or  recorders     ....  1466 

witnesses  usually  called,  if  named  on  back  of 1222 

the  finding  of,  how  proved        1334 

is  adjudgment  in  rem  conclusive  in  trial  of? 1435 

judgment  on,  not  evidence  in  a  civil  action,  of  facts  adjudicated  .    .    1445 

except  upon  a  plea  of  guilty 1447 

judgment  in  an  action,  not  evidence  on,  of  facts  adjudicated  .  1446 

INDORSEMENT.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange,  Pleading) 

errors  in  indorsement  may  he  amended 238 

238 

92 

731 

.      730' 


amendments  in,  how  to  be  made 

by  payee  of  cheque,  when  presumed  genuine  .    .    . 

by  payee  of  prom,  note  admits  signature  of  maker 

by  drawer  of  bill,  not  admitted  by  acceptance   .    , 

by  payee  of  pt.-paymt.  on  bond  or  bill,  effect  of,  on  St.  of  Limit.  COS — 611 
on  negotiable  security  does  not  bar  Stat.  606 

on  bond  does,  and  may  be  proved  by  repre- 
sentatives of  deceased  obligee  .        .    .  606,  607 

how  far  necessary  to  show  date  of 187,  608—611 

on  record  of  name  of  interested  witn. ,  rendered  him  competent,  when  1139 

on  will  to  prove  probate 1352,  1353 

INDOESER,  declarations  of,  when  evidence  against  endorsee    ....  685 

admissions  by,  after  indorsement,  not  evidence  against  endorsee   .      687 

estopped  from  disputing  preceding  signatures  on  bill        .    .        .    .      731 
INDUCEMENT,  judgment  inter  alios  admissible,  where  record  is  mat- 
ter of  1424 

what,  will  render  confession  inadmissible.     (See  Confession)      747 — 762 
INDUSTRIAL  SCHOOLS,  certificates  of,  how  proved  .        .  1388 

order  of  detention  in,  how  proved .       .    1377 

rules  of,  how  proved 1375 

INDUSTRIAL  SCHOOLS  ACT,  1866.     (See  TaWe  Stat,  29  &  30  V.,  c.  118) 
INDUSTRIAL  SCHOOLS  ACT  (IREL.),  1868.    (See  Tahle  St.,  31  &  32,  V.,e.  25) 

certificates  under,  how  proved •  1 388 

INDUSTRIAL  AND  PROVIDENT  SOCIETIES.     (See  Friendly  Societies) 

acknowledgment  of  registry  of .  .    •        •    1396 

reconveyance  of  mortgages,  how  affected  by 865 

INDUST.  AND  PROV.  SOC.  ACT,  1871.     (See  Tahle  St.,  34  &  35  V.,  u.  80) 
INEBRIETY.     (See  Drunkenness) 

INFAMY,  witness  no  longer  incompetent  on  ground  cf       ...        .  1140 

INFANCY.     (See  Infant  and  Children) 

plea  of,  cannot  be  proved  by  hearsay  as  a  matter  of  pedigree  .    .  568 
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INFANT.     (See  Children)  conclusive  presumptions  respecting   .    .    . ,  .  137, 128 
presumed  in  Scotland  born  dead,  if  not  heard  to  cry     .    .    .        .  127 

nnder  7  incapable  of  committing  felony  or  indictable  offence     .    .      127 

under  14,  boy  cannot  commit  rape     .        .        .    .    ; 127 

or  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  rape 127 

may  be  principal  in  second  degree 127 

patient  may  be  convicted  of  unnatural  crime  though  not  under  14      127 

under  12,  girl  cannot  consent  to  sexual  intercourse 127 

between  12  and  13,  girl's  consent  reduces  crime  from  felony  to 

misdm 127 

Tinder  13  girl  caunot  consent  to  indecent  assault 127 

between  7  and  14,  primEl  facie  presumed  ignorant  of  distinction 

between  good  and  evil ...  ...        .  208 

this  presumption  in  practice  disregarded .    .  208 

before  1838,  boys  of  14,  and  girls  of  12,  might  bequeath  personalty      128 

under  21  cannot  in  general  aliene  his  land 128 

or  execute  a  deed 128 

or,  since  1st  Jan.,  1838,  make  a  will 128 

orj  since  7  Aug,,  1874,  state  an  account  .    .  128 

or  contract,  except  for  necessaries  ....  .      128 

or  be  made  bankrupt    .    .'  128 

what  are  necessaries  for         59,  60 

question  how  far,  for  jury      59,  60 

shareholder,  when  liable  to  action  for  calls 128 

may  be  member  of  friendly  society 128 

boys  of  20  and  girls  of  17  may  make  marriage  settlements,  when  .      128 

how  far  he  can  act  as  trustee 128 

ratification  of  promise  by,  must  have  been  by  writing  signed  .  932 

but  such  promise  cannot  be  ratified  now 932 

written  acknowledgment  by,  of  debt  for  necessaries,  bars  St.  of 

Limit. 924 

fraudulently  representing  himself  of  age,  liable  to  creditor  .  .  .  723 
admissions  made  by,  receivable  against  him  when  of  age        .    .    .      654 

admissions  by  agent  of,  not  evidence  against  infant 535 

admissionsby  prochein  amy  or  guardian  of,  not  evid.  against  infant      655 

unless  they  would  be  evid.  if  made  by  solicitor  ....      655 

answer  of  guardiap  of,  to  bill,  not  evid.  against  infant  in  another  suit    665 

bound  by  judgment  in  action  brought  by  his  guardian   .        ...    1439 

though  action  commenced  and  conducted  without  his  knowledge    1439 

and  though  infant  be  at  the  time  of  mature  age  or  even  married    1439 

recognizance  to  prosecute,  or  give  evidence,  binding  on 1049 

INFANTS  RELIEF  ACT,  1874.     (See  Table  Si.  37  &  38  V.  c.  62) 
INFERENCE.     (See  Presumptions) 
INFERIOR  COURTS.     (See  County  Courts) 

judges  of,  and  proceedings  in,  not  judicially  noticed  .    .  ^.    .    .    . .  .        26 

right  to  inspect  records  of 1281 

how  far  applicant  must  be  interested 1281 

course  to  be  pursued  in  case  of  refusal  to  grant  inspection  by  .  .  1281 
;proof,  admiss.,  &  effect  of  records  of.  (See  Public  Records)  .  1318,  1319 
witnesses,  how  made  to  attend.  {Bee  Attendance  ofWiinesses)  1089 — 1125 
witness.,  parties,  counsel,  &c.,  attending,when  free  from  arrest  1126,  1130 

judgments  in,  how  proved 1336,  1340 

general  rules  of,  how  proved 1351 

INFIDEL  competent  as  a  witness 1176 

INFIDELITY  in  vsdfe,  does  not  rebut  presumptive  legitimacy 129 

INFIRMITY.  .  (See  Sickness,  Insanity) 

INFLUENCE,  undue,  when  presumed  in  equity 172,  173 
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INFORMATION.     (See  Depositions) 

on  Rev.  side  of  Q.  B.  Div. ,  wit.  to  cliaracter,  inadmia.  in    .    .    .  ;J32 

is  witn.  remaining  in  ct.,  after  order  to  withdraw,  inadmis.?  1194 

conviction  on,  judgment  in  rem >  .    .    .    .    1430 

effect  of  acquittal  on,  as  proof  of  illegality  of  seizure        .    .    1473 

INFORMER,  corroboration  of .    .      833 

communication  by,  to  government,  privileged  ....  .  809 — 811 

cannot  be  questioned  as  to  channels  of  information  .  .  ,       810 

INFRINGEMENT  OP  PATENT,  question  for  jury,  when  58 

order  for  inspection,  when  gi-anted  in  action  for 503,  504 

INHABITANTS,  when  suing  or  prose. ,  admiss.  &declons.by  one,  evid.  agst. 

all 662 

e._g.,  on  indictment  agaiiist  a  township  ,or  non-repair  of  a  bridge        662 
in  settlement-cases    declarations    of  rated,    admiss.    against 

parish 662,  665 

meaning  of  term,  may  be  interpreted  by  evidence  of  usage  988 

INITIALS,  signat.  by,  how  far  sufif.  within  St.  of  Frauds  .  879 

within  Will  Act  .  .        .  909 

INJURY,  presumption  of  malice  from      ...  ....  103—106,  139—141 

INLAND  REVENUE,  office  of,  includes  excise  and  stamp  offices     .        .    1359 

books  of,  admissible  as  public  documents         .    .    1359 

provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  .        .    .    1365 

duplicates  of  licences  of  stage  carriages  filed  at,  how  proved  .  1379 

admissibility  and  effect  of .    .        .  .  .    1513 

banking  memorials  filed  at,  how  proved  ....  .  1375 

admissibility  and  effect  of .  1513 

condemnation  of  property  by  Commiss.  of,  judgment  in  rem         .    1430 

offender  agst.  laws  of,  can  now  test,  for  or  agst.  himself 1154 

proof  of  certificates  granted  to  solicitors  by  Commiss.  6f  .        .    1399 

effect  of  denoting  stamps  affixed  to  documents  by  Commiss.  of  .    .    1501 

INNKEEPER,  presumption  respecting 206 

liability  of,  for  lost  goods,  how  limited 206 

salaried  manager  of  hotel  is  not .      207 

lien  of,  judicially  noticed     .....  ...  .  6 

may  sell  property  of  guests,  when      ...  1010 

INNOCENCE,  when  presumed 133—135 

evidence  of  good  character,  when  admissible  to  raise  presumntion 

of ^.  327—333 

when  presumption  of,  met  by  some  counter-presumption        .    .  134,  135 
when  onus  of  proving,  is  cast  on  defendant  by  statute    .  .348 — 353 

INQUEST  finding  temporary  insanity,  is  it  evid.  of  insanity  on  an  issue?  1429 
INQUIRIES,  answers  to,  how  far  evid.  to  prove  search  for  document   397 — 402 

for  witness  430,  468,  514 

for  attest. witn.  1574, 1575 

to  prove  denial  by  bankrupt    .    .      514 

INQUISITION.    (See  Coroner),  in  proof  of,  when  necessary  to  prove  commis.  1343 

when  not 1343,1346 

admissibility  and  effect  of 1429,  1503 

jurisdiction  must  appear  on  face  of 166,167,1468 

IN  REM,  judgments,  definition  of .    .        1428 

what  are  not 1429 

whatare ...    .1430,1431 

how  far  binding  upon  strangers    .    .    .  1428,  1431 — 1434 

effect  of  conflicting        .        .        .    1434 

how  far  binding  in  criminal  cases  1435 
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INEOLMENT.     (See  Enrolment) 

INSANITY.     (See  Lunacy,  Lunatic),  proved  to  exist  at  particular  period, 

presumed  to  continue    .  216- 

on  whom  onus  of  proving,  lies 346,  347 

cannot  be  proved  by  treatment  of  party  by  relatives 509 — 512 

aliter  in  Ecclesias.  Courts 512 

can  friends  of  party  testify  as  to  their  belief  respecting?  .    .        .    ,    1208 
opinion  of  medical  men  admissible  respecting     .        .    .1209,1212,1213 

evidence  respecting  sanity  of  near  relations,  when  admiss 31 9 

inquisition  in  lunacy,  how  far  evid.  of 1429 

of  witness,  makes  him  incompetent,  when 1169 

lets  in  his  former  depositions,  when  .   _.        431,  435 

ground  for  postponing  triaj,  when 431 

of  attesting  witness,  lets  in  proof  of  his  signature  .  1571 

of  testator,  may  be  proved,  notwithst.  probate,  if  ex  or.  's  title  not 

impeach 1433 

can  attest,  witn.  to  will  testify  as  to  his  belief  respecting?  1209' 
INSCRIPTIONS,onmural  monuments, &c.. provable  by  secondary  evid.  404,574 

evid.  in  matters  of  pedigree  .      574 
on  rings,  evid.  in  matters  of  pedigree    ....  ....  574 

on  flags  and  banners,  provable  by  oral  testimony 386 

INSOLVENT,  omission  of  debt  in  schedule  of,admission  that  it  is  not  due  696,697 
INSOLVENT  DEBTORS' COURT,  seal  of  late,  judicially  noticed    ...        10 
is  adjudicon.  evid.  of  discharge  ofpris.  without  putting  in  his  peti- 
tion and  schedule? ....    1340 

effect  of  decisions  of  foreign 1483 

INSPECTION.     (See  Inspection  iy  Jury,  Notice  fi)  Admit] 

ofpublicrecords&documts.  {SeePubKe  Records  &  Documents)  1267 — 1302 

of  private  writings.     (See  Private   Writings) 1519 — 1546 

of  docum.  how  obtained.     (See  Discovery) 

of  docum.  in  hands  of  witn.  at  trial,  right  of,  by  adverse  counsel  .    1204 

of  property  the  subject  of  dispute  in  an  action 502 

of  such  property  by  the  judge 502,503 

who  may  make  application  for 503 

what  notice  necessary  on  making  application  for 503 

of  ship  by  Trinity  Masters,  may  be  ordered  by  Adm.  Div.,  when  .      504 
INSPECTIONBY  JURY  most  satisfactory  mode  of  proof       ....  49T 

to  identify  two  articles  found  in  different  places 498 

e.g.,  wheat  found  on  prisoner  with  sample  belonging  to  prosecutor    497 

or  fractured  bone  of  sheep,  withmutton  found  in  prisoner'shouse    498 

skilled  witnesses  should  aid  jury  in  inspection.,  when  .        .    .        .      499 

exciting  prejudice  by  ocular  inspection    .        .  '. 499,  500- 

when  jury  allowed  to  view  theloousinquo  or  chattel  in  dispute  501 — 505 
to  obtain  proper  inspection  by  jury,  judge  may  order  wall  to  be  re- 
moved            :      503 

expedient  to  extend  the  power  of  viewing  and 504,  505 

inspection  of  prisoner  pleading  pregnancy  by  jury  of  matrons    .    .      497 

INSPECTORS  under  particular  Acts,  how  to  summon  witnesses  .    .  1122 — 1124 

of  mines,  may  grant  certified  copies  of  their  rules  for  proof  1414 

of  cattle,  certificate  of  disease  made  by .    1400 

INSTITUTIONS  TO  LIVINGS,  registers  of,  who  entitled  to  inspect  .        1286 
INSTRUCTIONS  TO  COUNSEL.     (See  Privileged  Communications) 
INSTRUMENT.     (See  Private  Writings  and  Scientific  Instruments) 
INSURANCE,  presump.  recognised  in  law  of.  as  to  loss  of  ship     .        .  222,  22S 

as  to  unseaworthiness  of  shin     9  li 
materiality  of  facts  not  communicated  in  effecting,  question  for  j  ury       oS 
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onus  of  proving  such  non-communication  is  on  defendant    .       .    .      344 

incidents  annexed  to  policy  of,  by  law  merchant •  .    .      997 

marine  policy  of,  may  be  assigned  by  indorsement 851 

assignee  of,  may  sue  in  own  name    ...'...      851 

effect  of  alteration  of  policy  of,  after  completion 1548 

policy  of,  when  completed,  so  as  to  render  subsequent  alteration 

fatal 1558 

in  action  on  policy  of,  though  tot.  loss  alleg. ,  part  loss  may  be  proved  .      274 
plaintiff  may  rely  on  mere  possession     .    .    .      148 
on  indict,  for  arson,  with  intent  to  defraud  ofSoe,  pol.  best  evid. 

of  fact  of 387 

notice  to  produce  policy  must  be  given 416 

adjustment  of  a  loss  on  policy  of,  not  conclusive  admission    .    .  73G 

acknowledgm.  of  receipt  of  premium  in  policy,  when  conclu.  admis.  724 
parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  vary  terms  of  policy  of  .  .  .  .  979 
evidence  of  usage  admiss.  to  explain  terms  in  policy  of .  .  .  989 
underwriter  of  pol.  of,  presumed  to  know  usage  of  trade  insured  200,  990 
to  know  contents  of  Lloyd's  shipping  list  .  200 
may  prove  by  parol  evid.   amount  of  seaworthiness  implied  in 

marine 997 

warranty  that  lighters  shall  be  seaworthy  not  implied  in  marine  .      997 
warranty  that  goods  are  seaworthy  not  implied  in  voyage  policies      998 

when  implied  in  carrier's  contract .    .  998 

INTENTION.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 

criminal,  when  presumed .    103 — 105 

will  be  presumed,  if  act  in  itself  unlawful        .    .    .    137 — 140 
must  be  proved  if' act  only  crim.  if  done  with  parlar.int.  139, 140 

several  intents,  when  sufficient  to  prove  one 271 

compound  intent,  when  sufficient  to  prove  simple  intent     .  .      271 

how  far  intent  must  be  proved  as  laid 271,  272 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  in  proof  of 320 — 328 

surrender  by  operation  of  law  does  not  depend  on 859 

declarations  of,  generally  inadmissible  to  explain  writings  .    1021,  1022 
except  1.  where  description  alike  applicable  to  two  subjects  1026 — 1028 

2.  to  rebut  an  equity.     (See  EehutUng  an  Equity)     .  1042 — 1044 

3.  when  will  impeached  on  ground  of  fraud  or  forgery  .    .      967 

where  admissible,  it  matters  not  when  and  how  made 1028 

no  presumption  of,  can  revoke  will 913 

INTEREST.     (See  PuhUe  and  General  Interest) 

community  of  not  sufficient  to  render  admissions  receivable  .  660 

declaration  against,  why  and  when  admissible 588 

declarant  must  be  dead 588 

not  sufficient  that  he  has  absconded  or  is  out  of  power  of  party  589 

how  far  knowledge  in  declarant  necessary 589 

declaration  must  be  against  interest  of  declarant      589 

such  interest  must  be  of  a  pecuniary  or  proprietary  nature    .    .    .      589 
declarations  rendering  declarant  liable  to  prosecution,  inadmissible     590 

1.  as  to  declarations  against  pecuniary: — .    .  589 — 600 

amount  of  pecuniary,  immaterial 590 

whether  rule  applies  to  oral  declarations 591 

it  includes  all  written  statements,  whether  made  at  time 

of  fact  declared  or  subsequently 591 

it  includes  entries  in  private  books  kept  by  declarant     .    .      591 

entry  must  charge  declarant  with  receipt  of  money  for  another    592 

or  acknowledged  payment  of  money  due  himself     .    .  592 

entry  in  debtor  and  creditor  account 592 

when  entry  is  sole  evidence  of  charge 592,  592 
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entries  how  far  evidence  of  collateral  matters  ....    594 — 596 

no  proof  of  independent  matters 596,  597 

not  necessary  that  declarant,  if  living,  should  have  been  comp.  597 
declarat.  admiss.,  though  living  witnesses  might  be  called  .  597 
though  account  does  not  show  from  whom  money  rec'd.  577 
though  not  written  by  declarant,  if  authorised  by  him  .  598 
if  entry  by  agent,  some  proof  of  agency  required  .  .  .  599 
unless  book  ancient,  and  internal  evid.  of  genuineness  .  600 

2.  as  to  declarations  against  proprietary: — ,  600 

in  disparagement  of  declarant's  title  to  land        .    .    .    600 — 603 

may  be  verbal,  or  in  writing,  or  by  deed,  &c 601,  602 

must  state  what  declarant  knows  or  believes 602 

not  what  he  has  heard  others  say 602 

must  be  made  while  declarant  in  possession 602 

what  sufficient  evidence  of  possession 602 

must  disparage  declarent's  own  title 603 

not  admiss.,  if  merely  tending  to  abridge  or  encumber  estate     603 

3.  entries  in  books  of  deed,  rectors  or  vicars,  when  evid.  for  suc- 

cess  603,  604 

4.  how  indors.  by  payee  of  pt.  pay.  on  bond  or  bill  affects  St.  of 

Lim 605—611 

such  indors.  of  negot.  security  does  not  bar  Stat.     .    .  606 
on  specialty  does.,  and  maybe  proved  by  represen- 
tatives of  deceased  payee .  606,  607 

how  far  necessary  to  show  date  of  indorsement    .    .    .    608—611 
deed  that  can  take  effect  by,  shall  not  take  effect  by  estoppel    .  122 

witness  no  longer  inadmissible  on  ground  of.     (See  Competency)    .    1142 
in  lands,  what  is,  wdthin  St.  of  Frauds.     (See  St.  of  Frauds)  .  888 — 895 

of  witness,  questions  respectifig,  how  far  relevant 1231 — 1236- 

answers  of  witness  respecting  his,  how  far  open  to  contradic.     1231 — 1236 
attesting  witness  to  instrument  produced  by  opponent,  in  which 

he  claims  an  interest,  need  not  be  called,  when 1568,  1569 

party  not  bound  to  explain  alteration  of  instrum.  unless  he  claims 

an,  under  it ■    ■    .    .        1551 — 1554 

paym.of,oiistsSt.  ofLim.jWhen.  (See  Lim.  <&Ld.  Tenterden' s  Act)  928 — 932 
by  one  co-contract,  does  not  bar  St.  of  Lim.  as  to  others  .      532 

657,  658 
amount  of,  payable  on  foreign  bill  of  exchange  question  for  jury  .        59 
on  bill  of  exchange,  not  recoverable  without  producing  bill  .    .    .      416 
INTERLINEATIONS.     (See  Alterations) 

INTERLOCUTORY  orders,  not  evidence  in  nature  of  reputation     .        .      553 
INTERPLEADER  ACTS,  bad  order  under  old,  when  held  binding  as  a 

quasi  award 726 

INTERPLEADER  ISSUES  may  be  tried  without  a  jury  in  Sup.  Ct.  .    .        33 

INTERPRETATION,  of  wills,  V.-Ch.  Wigram's  rules  for  962 

of  other  writings,  rules  for.     (See  Writings) 962,  963 

INTERPRETER,  communication  through,  when  privileged     .    .  791,  792 

entitled  to  what  allowance  in  crim.  court 1071 

may  aid  in  inspection  of  foreign  docs,  under  order  of  inspection  .    1539 

deaf  and  dumb  witnesses 1170 

of  witness  on  examinations  before  commissioners 456 

form  of  oath  of,  when  nominated  by  commissioners         .        ...      457 
INTERROGATORIES.     (See  Commission) 

under  rules  of  1883 ...        471 — 486 

parties  may  be  served  with,  prior  to  trial 472 

leave  to  interrogate  not  required  in  case  of  fi-aud  or  breach  of  trust    472 
(4570) 
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INTERROGATORIES— conWnK^d. 

leave  required  in  other  eases 472 

in  case  of  a  body  corporate 474 

in  interrogating  more  than  once 472 

at  what  time  to  he  administered 473 

how  order  to  answer,  maybe  enforced  ...  1539 

must  he  answered  by  affidavit 478,  Errata 

remedies  for  administering  iinproper  .    .  ...  475 — 477,  1243 

for  in  sufficient  answer 479 

oral  examination  may  be  ordered 479 

what  is  an  insufficient  answer •     .        .   478,  479,  Errata 

deft,  need  not  answer,  if  answer  would  incur  forfeit  of  lease  .    .    .      481 

what  questions  may  be  asked 480 — 485,  1245,  1253 

what  may  not  .    ...  480—485,1242, 

rule  as  to  documents .    .  .        .      485 

answers  to,  are  admissible  in  evidence 486 

but  need  not  all  be  read,  unless  ordered  by  judge  .    .    .      648 

practice  respecting,  in  County  Courts 486 — 489 

how  far  necessary  to  read,  in  putting  in  depositions  in  Chancery  .  1341 
when  ancient  depositions  may  be  read  without  putting  in  .    .  1345 

INTESTATE,  judgment  against,  binding  upon  admor 1432 

admissions  by,  evidence  against  admor.    ...  ...  682 

INTIMIDATION  of  witness,  a  misdemeanor  .    .    .  1136 

INTOXICATING-  LIQUORS  ACT.     (See  Licensing  Act,  1872) 

INTOXICATION.     (See  Drunkenness) 

INVENTIONS.     (See  Patent) 

INVENTORY  exhibited  by  exor.  or  admor.  when  evidence  of  assets  .   736,  737 

INVOICE,  evidence  of  credit  given  to  party  named  in  it 696 

IONIAN  ISLANDS,  regis,  of  marriage  in  the,  now  deposited  with  Eeg. 

Gen.   .    .  ....  .        1293 

is  official 1357 

entry  in,  how  proved     .    .    1356 

I  O  U,  production  of,  no  evidence  of  money  lent     .  149 

is  evidence  of  account  stated .        .      149 

need  not  be  addressed  to  any  one  by  name 149 

IRELAND.     (See  Landed  Estates  Court) 

records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  Courts  of,  how  proved   ....    1317 

admissibility  and  effect  of  .    .  1474,  1477,  1481 

laws  of,  how  far  judicially  noticed     .    .  .    .  .    .  .  9 

seal  of  what  courts  in,  judicially  noticed  10 — 12 

seal  of  Record  office  in,  judicially  noticed    .  12 

public  records  in,  proved  by  certified  copies 1310 

statutes  of,  prior  to  Union,  how  proved        .    .    1303 

docum.  admiss.  in,  are  also  evid.  in  Engl.  &  the  Colonies  1325,  1326 
documents  admissible  in  England,  are  also  evid.  in  ....  1225,  1326 
Poor  Law,  valuations  in.     (See  Poor  Law) 

registers  of  births,  deaths,  and  marr.  in,  how  proved 1370 

valuation  of  ratable  property  in,  how  .proved 1371 

grant  or  surrender  of  leases  in 857 

what  warranties  implied  in  leases  in         1001, 1002 

judgment  mortgages  in,  how  proved 1410 

deeds  and  wills  registered  in,  how  proved  1408, 1409 

assignments  of  judgements  in,  how  proved 1410 

registration  of  judgments  in,  how  proved     .......        ...    1401 

Land  Judges  &  Land  Com.  in,  make  witns.  attend.,  how     .      1101,  1102 
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deeds  executed  by  authority  of,  how  far  conclusiTe  erid.  .    .      110 
information  of  murdered  witnesses,  when  admissible    .....      447 
lEISH  BANKRUPT  AND  INSOLVENT  ACT.    (See  Bankrupt  and  Insol.) 
IRISH  FISHERIES,  seal  of  Commiss.  for,  judicially  noticed     .        ...        12 

Commiss.  for,  may  enforce  attend,  of  witn 1123 

inspectors  of,  license  granted  by,  how  proved,  1379 

IRISH  LAND  COMMISSION,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

IRISH  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT  ACT,  1870.     (See  Landlord  and 
Tenant  Ireland  Act) 

IRISH  WITNESSES,  credibility  of 76 

if  murdered,  maimed,  or  secreted,  their  depositions  admissible     .      447 
attend,  of,  how  enforced  on  indictments  in  England  .        .    1076 

in  civil  trials  in  England  .  1077 

before  Commiss.  from  Engl,  or  Irel 1111, 1112 

may  be  ordered  to  be  examined  in  Irel.  by  Eng.  Court  of  Bkptcy        470 
IRRELEVANT  FACTS,  not  evidence.     (See  Jssae,  Collateral  Facts)  .    304,  305 

declarations  qualifying  or  explaining,  not  evid .    .      522 

IRRELEVANT  QUESTIONS,  when  allow,  on  cross-ex.   (See  Witn.)  1227—1236 

answers  to,  conclusive 1227 — 1229 

what  are  not  1229—1236 

IRREVOCABLE  voluntary  settlements,  presumpt.  against 176, 177 

gift  of  chattels,  when 837 

ISSUE,  substance  of,  must  be  proved.     (See  Variance,  Allegations)        .    .      233 

proof  of,  on  whom.     (See  Onv^  Probandi) 341 — 355 

evidence  must  be  confined  to  point  in        289 

rules  of  pleading,  object  of 290 

character  of  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  exors. ,  admors. ,  or  persons  suing 

or  sued  by  stat. ,  not  in  issue,  unless  specially  denied  ...        .      297 
general  issue  has  .been  practically  abolished.     (See  General  Issue) 

except  in  form  of  "not  guilty  by  statute" 299 — 303 

evidence  of  collateral  facts  excluded  in  general 304 

reasons  for  rule  ...  304 

illustrations  of  rule 305,  306 

exceptions,  if  connected  with  matter  in  issue.  (See  Collateral  Facts)     307 
if  offered  to  establish  identity  of  party     ....  .      318 

or  to  corroborate  witness  319 

or  to  illustrate  opinions  of  scientific  witnesses   ....      319 
or  to  prove  know.,  intent.,  good  faith,  or  malice  of 

party 320—328 

evid.  of  charact.,  when  admis.  to  raise  presump.  of  inno.  or  guilt  328 — 334 

to  affect  damages       334 — 339 

to  impeach  veracity  of  witn.     (See 

Character) ...  339,  340 

admissions  not  put  in,  by  pleading,  rejected  in  evidence     ....      653 
JACTITATION  OF  MARRIAGE,  decrees  in  suits  for,  how  far  judgs.  in 

rem ,    .  1431 

JERSEY,  laws  of,  not  judicially  noticed 9 

judicial  proceedings  of  courts  of,  how  proved  .  1325 

JERVIS'  Acts.     (See  Table  Si.  11  &  12  V.,  cc.  42,  43) 

JEW,  how  sworn 1180 

_  age  of,  not  provable  by  entry  ot  circumcision  in  book  of  Rabbi  615, 1355 
JEWELLERY  not  necessary  for  infant         ...  .  ...        60 

JOINDER.     (See  Misjoinder,  Unjoinder) 
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JOINT  CONTRACTORS,  written  acknowledgement  by  one  does  not  take 

debt  out  of  St.  of  Limit,  as  to  others 532,  656,  657 

how  judgment  to  be  given  and  costs  allowed  in  such  case   .       .    .      657 
pt.  paym.  by  one  does  not  take  case  out  of  St.  of  Limit,  as  to 

others 532,  657,  658 

admission  by  one,  when  evidence  against  others 530,  531,  655 

but  the  reality  of  the  joint  interest  must  be  proved  aliundid  .    .    .      662 

effect  of  death  of  one 661 

judgment  against  one,  without  satisfac. ,  bar  to  action  against  others  1443 
JOINT  DEBTOR,  judgm.  against  one,  without  satisfac,  maybe  pleaded 

in  bar  by  others 1443 

judgment  against  one  joint  and  several  debtor,  with  satisfaction, 

may  be  pleaded  as  estoppel  by  others 1444 

in  action  on  joint  contract  or  trespass  against  two,  one  may  plead 
pendency  of  another  action  against  him  for  same  cause   ....    1444 
JOINT-OWNERS,  when  prosecutors,  how  names  must  be  described    .    .      286 

JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY,  how  described  in  indictment 286 

liabilities  of  provisional  committee-men 722 

shares  in,  not  within  ^  17  of  St.  Frauds 892 

when,  if  at  all,  within  ^  4  of  the  same  Act  .        ...  890,  891 
under  Cos.  Consol.  Act,  1845,  contracts  of,  how  made  ...        .  845 — 847 

transfer  of  shares  in,  must  be  by  deed 846 

registers  of,  how  inspected .    1295 

admissibility  and  effect  of 1514,  1515 

books  of  proceedings  of,  how  inspected 1295 

proof  and  effect  of  ...    .  ...    1360 

by-laws  of,  proof  and  effect  of 1411,  1412 

orders  of  gen.  meetings  for  borrowing  money,  how  proved      137S 

certificates  of  propriet.  of  shares,  form  of 1394 

proof  of 1394 

of  capital  paid  up,  proof  and  effect  of     .    .    .        1395 
notices,  &c. ,  of,  may  be  served  by  post,  when    .        .        .    .      198 
under  the  Cos.  Acts,  1862  &  1867,  contracts  of,  how  made  .    .    .  847,  848 
bills  of   ex.    and  prom,   notes,    how  made,    accepted,  and 

indorsed  by      848 

memda.  and  articles  of  associa.  need  not  be  under  seal    .    .      848 

transfer  of  shares  in,  need  not  be  by  deed 846 

docs,  and  registers  of,  how  inspected  ...  1294 

proof  and  effect  of 1371,  1372 

books  of  proceedings  of,  how  signed ...    1515 

how  proved 1359,  1514 

admiss.  and  effect  of     .        ....    1514 

reports  of  inspectors  of,  how  proved 1371,1372 

certificates  of  incorpor.,  proof  and  effect  of ,    .    1393 

need   not    be    produced    to    prove     . 

registra. 386 

of  propriet.  of  shares,  proof  and  effect  of    .    .        1394 
notices,  &c. ,  of,  may  be  served  by  post,  when     .  ...      199 

how  authenticated 945 

what  seals  judicially  noticed  under  winding-up  clauses  of  Act    .        12 

what  signatures  so  noticed       19 

attend,  of  witn.  before  winding-up  court,  how  enforced 1091 

JOI^fT  TENANTS,  how  described  in  indictments 288 

presumptions  respecting 176 

distinction  between,  and  tenants  in  common,  how  shown   .    .        .    1019 

JOSEPH,  his  cup  found  in  Benjamin's  sack       83 

his  coat  regarded  by  Jacob  as  evidence  of  his  death  .       .  .86 
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JOURNALS  of  Parliament,  how  proved 14,  25,  1309 

admissibility  and  eflfect  of    .  1417 

JUDGE.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury,  Judicial  Notice)  ' 

may  try  interpleader  issues  without  jury  in  Sup.  Ct 33 

notes  of,  are  they  evid.  of  testimony  of  deceased  witness?  .  491 

presumed  to  he  correct 109 

is  he  bound  to  disclose  matters  which  he  knows  as  judge  ?  .    .      808 

handwriting  of,  when  judicially  noticed   .        ...  ...  13,  14,  19 

orders  and  certificates  of,  how  proved 1347 

effect  of,  as  a  bar  to  fresh  summons    1494,  1495 

refreshing  memory  of .  27,  28 

may  issue  order  for  attendance  of  witness  in  custody 1088 

may  enforce  discovery  by  interrogatories,  when.     (See  Jn/en-ojr. )     471 — 

489 

discretion  of,  in  allowing  amendments,  should  be  liberally  exercised     261 

decision  of,  respecting  amendments,  when  controllable  by  court  253 

respecting  right  to  begin,  when  controllable  by  court  .  362 

respecting  sufficiency  of  stamp,  final  ....  371 

his  discretionary  power  of  recalling  witnesses 1262 

of  confronting  witnesses       1263 

of  regulating    mode   of  examining    wit- 
nesses      1192 

of  allowing  leading  questions  .  .  1197,  1198 
this  last  discretion  not  controllable  by  Court  of  Appeal  .  ...  1198 
presiding  judge  must  conceal  facts  within  his  knowledge,  unless 

/  sworn         ....  .    .         1173 

if  sole  judge,  it  seems  he  cannot  depose  as  witness    .        .    .        1173 
if  sitting  with  others,  he  may  be  sworn  and  examined  1173 

in  such  case,  should  take  no  further  part  in  trial  .    .  1173 

duty  of,  in  summing  up    .    .    .  .  39 

must  certify  as  to  costs,  when 55 

effect  of  error  of,  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evid.  improperly  1591 — 1593 
rules  as  to  time  and  mode  of  objecting  to  ruling  of,  on  these  points 

1592,  1593 
not  liable  to  action,  for  act  done  in  judicial  capacity  ....  1424,  1425 

unless  he  wilfully,  or  under  mistake  of  law,  acts  without  jurisdict.  1425 
JUDGMENT.     (See  FnVlic  Records  and  Documents) 

in  rem  is  generally  conclusive.     (See  In  rem)    .    .        .        .      1428 — 1436 

inter  partes,  will  not  act  conclusively  as  an  estoppel,  when   .  114,  1437 — 

1462 
when  evidence  in  nature  of  reputation   ...  ...  551 — 554 

what  may  be  given  on  admissions  in  pleading  .        .  ...    713,714 

by  default,  admission  of  right  of  action  .  .....  106 

suffered  by  exor.  oiadmor.,  admits  assets 711 

treated  as  regular,  if  signed  after  defendant's  death     .    .        .    .  108 

effect  of  certificate  of  registrar  of,  in  Ireland 1401 

assignment  of,  in  Ireland,  how  proved 1410 

recovered,  plea  of.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

JUDGMENT  MORTGAGE,  how  proved  in  Ireland    .     " 1410 

JUDICATURE  ACT,  1873,  1875.     (See  Table  St.  36  &  37  V.,  c.  66,  38 

&  39  v.,  c.  77) 
JUDICATURE  ACT,  IRELAND,  1877.     (See  Table  St.  40  &  41  V.,  c. 

57,  Ir.) 
JUDICIAL  ACTS,  when  presumed  to  have  taken  place     ....      108,  109 

■  presumption  of  due  execution  of  163 — 167 

JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  of  Privy  Council  make  witnesses  attend,  how  1096 
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JUDICIAL  NOTICE,  of  wliat  things  taken  without  proof:—      ....  3—28 

of  existence  and  titles  of  foreign .  states        3 

of  prerogatives  of  Crown  ...  .  4 

of  privileges  of  Parliament   ...  .  ....  .         4 

of  the  Royal  Palaces  .    .  4 

of  what  laws    .       .  ...  .    .  4 

of  articles  of  war     ....  4 

of  what  customs  and  usages 5 — 9 

not  taken  of  foreign,  colonial,  or  Scotch  laws,  usages,  and  customs        9 

how  far  of  Irish  laws  .    .  ......         9 

of  what  seals 9—14,  17,  18 

of  what  oificial  and  public  documents 13 — 28 

of  what  signatures  of  superior  judges '.  .  14   19 

of  private  and  local  and  personal  Acts,  when 14 

of  royal  proclamations,  when  ....  4,  14 

of  the  journals  of  either  House  of  Pari.,  when  .  .  .14,25 

of  what  foreign  and  colonial  documents   .    .        .  15,16 

seals  or  signatures       .  .  16 — 18, 1332,  1333 

of  what  documents  sworn  in  the  Colonies   .  .  ...  17,  18 

■  signatures .    .  17 — 20 

whether  of  Royal  sign  manual .    .  20 

of  London,  Dublin,  and  Edinburgh  Gazettes,  how  far  .    .        .        .        20 

of  ordinary  fasts  and  festivals .        .    .  21,  24 

of  commencement  and  ending  of  legal  sittings        .        .  ...        21 

of  coincidence  of  years  of  reign  with  years  of  our  Lord     ...  21 

of  what  days  of  month  fall  on  Sundays .        21 

of  course  of  time ....  .       .  .       .        20 

of  meaning  of  words .21,^2 

of  matters  of  public  history  .  ...  .        .  .    .        22 

of  legal  weights  and  measures 22 

of  the  value  of  the  coin  of  the  realm  .    .  ...        22 

of  local  divisions  of  country,  how  far     ....    .' 23 

of  jurisdiction  of  Crown,  and  matters  affecting  govern,  of  country  22 — 25 

but  not  private  orders  made  at  Council  table 25 

of  jurisdiction  and  course  of  proceeding  of  courts  of  justice     .    .    .25,26 
of  rules  under  Landlord  &  Tenant  Irel.  Act       .  .   .  .26 

of  rules  of  practice  of  Bkptcy.  Courts .        26  , 

but  not  of  customs  and  proceedings  of  inferior  courts 26 

how  judge  will  refresh  his  memory  as  to  matters  he  is  bound  to  notice  27,  28 

JUDICIAL  PROCEEDINGS,  presumption  in  favour  of 107,108 

JUDICIAL  SEPARATION.     (See  Divorce) 

JURISDICTION  of  Crown,  extent  of,  judicially  noticed 22 

of  Parliament,  when  presumed 107 

of  courts  of  justice,  how  far  judicially  noticed 25,26 

when  presumed  ...  .  107,  108 

of  inferior  courts  will  not  be  presumed     .  .  106 

of  a  court,  provable  by  hearsay 542 

want  of,  how  far  ah  available  defence  without  special  plea    .    .  298,  299 
must  appear  on  face  of  proceedings  when  justices  &c.  actunderstat. 

power 166,  1467—1469 

no   distinction   between  convictions,  commitm.,    examinons.,    or 

orders 166,  167 

illustrations  of  this  rule 1468,  1469 

facts  showing,  when  implied 1469 

when  it  appears,  facts  stated  in  adjudication  cannot  be  disputed  in 

action  against  magistrate 1424 — 1427 

if  witness  out  of,  his  former  depositions  admissible 429 
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if  witn.  out  of,  his  examination  taken  under  commission  admissible  469 
judgments  may  be  deleated,  by  showing  court  had  no  .  .  1465 — 1469 
foreign  judgments  may  be  defeated,  by  showing  court  had  no  1475 — 1478 

of  foreign  courts,  plea  to,  what  it  must  contain 1479 — 1480 

of  Quarter  Sessions  in  criminal  cases,  extent  of 1466 

JURY.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury,  and  Trials  by  Jury) 

new  rules  as  to  trials  by 30 — 32 

cannot  be  demanded  by  litigants  in  Ch.  Div 31 — 33 

issues  in  Ch.  Div.  to  be  tried  without,  unlessorderedbyCt.  or  Judge  31,  33 
in  Com.  Law  Div.  either  party  may  apply  to  have  cause  tried  by  31,  33 
where  no  application  made,  cause  to  be  tried  without  .  .  .32,  33 
in  certain  exceptional  cases,  cause  to  be  tried  without    ...  31,  33 

judge  may  at  any  time  order  cause  to  be  tried  with 32,  33 

mode  of  proceeding  where  plaintiff  desires  to  have  special   .  32 

mode  of  proceeding  where  defendant  desires  to  have  special  ...        32 

power  of  judge  to  order  special,  if  bethinks  fit       32 

inspection  by,  most  satisfactory  mode  of  proof    .  ....  497 

skilled  witnesses  should  aid,  in  inspection,  when  .  ...      499 

allowed  to  view  the  locus  in  quo.  or  chattel  in  dispute,  when    501 — 505 

of  matrons  on  plea  of  pregnancy         497 

perjury  before  grand,  how  to  be  dealt  with 812 

proceedings  of  grand,  not  to  be  disclosed 811 

of  petty,  grounds  of  verdict,  when  inadmissible    ...      813 

misconduct  of,  cannot  be  proved  by  affidavit  of  jurors  .    .        .        .      813 

juryman  may  apply  general  knowledge  to  case  before  him  ....    1172 

must  not  mention  privately  to  his  fellows  parlar.mater.facts  1173 

but  must  be  sworu  and  examined  openly 1173 

no  necessity  for  leavingbox,  ornotinterferingwith verdict  1173 

lists  nf  jurors,  inspection  of .    1299 

listof,mustbedeliveredtopartychargedwithtreason.  (See  Treason)  1167 
discharge  of,  or  withdrawal  of  juror,  by  consent,  effect  of    ...    .    1470 

JUS  TEETH  cannot  be  set  up  by  wrong-doer  in  trover  148 

cannot  in  general  be  set  up  by  licensee,  bailee,  or  agent  .        .      726,  727 

can  be  set  up  by  bailee  or  agent,  when    ...  .  727,  728 

by  carrier  or  pledgee     ....  .  .      728 

JUSTICES,  actions  against,  must  be  brought  within,six  months  of  cause  of 

action  •.  .    .  94 

in  actions  against,  they  may  plead  general  issue    ...  .    .      302 

may  tender  amends  and  pay  money  into 

court 302,  303,  717 

when  parties,  witns.,  &c.,  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest    1131 

witnesses,  how  made  to  attend  before .1116 — 1121 

when  by  summons  and  warrant    .  .    .  .  1116 — 1120 

when  by  summons  and  fine    ....  ....  1120,  1121 

when  by  Crown  office  subpoena    .  1121 

power  of,  to  bind   witnesses  by  recognizance.      (See  Attend,   of 

Witn.) 1047—1050 

commissions  of,  presumed  from  acting     .        ...  ....  187,  188 

confession  of  prisoner  made  under  inducement  by  inadmissible  .    .      749 

should  not  dissuade  prisoner  from  confessing 758 

exam,  of  pris.  by,   how  taken  &  proved,  &  when  admiss.     (See 

Confess.) 762—773 

depositions  of  witns.  by,  on  crim.  charges,  how  taken  and  proved, 

and  when  admiss.     (See  Depositions) 433^  444 

adjudications  of,  when  admissibletoprotectthem,  if  sued  .    .  1424 — 1427 

warrants  of  distress,  when  no  protection  to 1427 

(4576) 


INDEX.  -1705 

PAOB 

JUSTICES— eorattnttetf. 

proof  and  admissibility  of  certificates  granted  by  : — 

when  dismissing  charges  of  assault   .  1387 

of  capital  being  subscribed  by  Cos     ....  .    .1394,1395 

of  corrections  of  mistakes  in  special  Acts,  maps  and  plans, 

under  Consol.  Acts 1397 

of  completion  of  works  under  Consol.  Acts     .  .    .    1397 

convictions  by.     (See  Jurisdiction,  Conviction) 
orders  of  removal  by.     (See  Removal) 
order  of,  forming  a  highway  district,  how  proved     .  .    .  1336,  1377 

are  restrained  from  trying  what  offences .    .  1466 

may  dispose  of  many  offences  in  petty  sessions  .           .    .           .        1073 
may,  in  such  cases,  grant  costs  of  pros,  and  witn 1073 

JUSTIFICATION,  when  plea  of,  may  be  referred  to  as  evidence  of  malice    323 

when  admissible  under  "  not  guilty  by  Statute  " 302 

effect  of  abandonment  of,  at  trial ....  323 

KEPT  MISTRESS.     (See  Cohabitation,  Mistress) 

KEY  of  warehouse,  when  its  delivery  amounts  to  delivery  of  goods 
deposited      898 

KILLING.     (See  Somicide,  Manslaughter,  Murder) 

KINDEED.     (See  Pedigree) 

KING.     (See  Crown,  Sovei-eign) 

KING'S  BENCH.     (See  Prison,  Queen's  Bench) 

KIRK,  members  of,  how  sworn  .  1180 

KNOWLEDGE,  how  far  question  for  judge  or  for  jury 54 

of  party,  collateral  facts  when  admissible  to  establish   ....  320 — 328 
effect  of  facts  being  within  peculiar,  in  shifting  onus  prob. 

353,  354 
of  testator,  respecting  contents  and  effect  of  will;  presumed  .      178,  179 

of  contents  of  books,  when  presumed 704 

of  contents  of  deeds,  when  presumed 170 

when  allegation  of,  is  surplusage  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty  262,  263 

of  law  presumed,  when    .  103 

what  is  competent  .    .  ...  .    .  540 

what  is  not  competent 545 

when  witness  must  swear  to  facts  within  his  own 1206 

LABOURER.     {See- JEmployer's  Liability  Act) 

LACHES  in  claiming  rights,  presumption  from  . '      .  160 

LADING.     (See  Bill  of  Lading) 

LADY-DAY,  in  lease,  presumed  to  mean  25th  of  March 991 

evidence  of  custom,  to  show  Old  Style  meant,  inadmissible   .    .    .      991 

LAMB,  conviction  for  stealing  a,  good,  on  indictment  for  stealing  sheep    283 

LANCASTER,  seal  of  Duchy,  judicially  noticed 10 

records  of  Duchy  of,  where  deposited 1270 

what  deeds  must  be  enrolled  in  Office  of  Duchy  of 957 

fact  and  date  of  enrolment,  how  proved  .    .        1404 

documents  enrolled  in,  how  proved .  1407 

Court  of  Chan,  of  County  Pal.  of,  makes  witnesses  attend,  how        1101 

LAND,  St.  of  Limit,  affecting  title  to  . 95 

what  is  an  interest  in,  within  St.  of  Frauds 888—894 

person  in  poss.  of,making  statements  against  proprietory  interest  600 — 603 
tenant  encroaching  on  waste,  presumed  to  act  for  benefit  of  land- 
lord      l*? 

recovery  of.     (See  Becovery  of  Land) 

fee  simple  in,  raises  presumption  of  right  to  minerals 160 
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LAND  COMMISS.  FOR  ENGL.,  jud.  notice  of  seal  of 12 

I^ANDED  ESTATES  COURT,  Ireland,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed  .  11 

Record  of  Title  Office,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

attend,  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced 1101 

may  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  before  commissioners 1101,  1102 

deeds  executed  under  authority  of,  how  far  conclus.  evid.   .  110 

LAND  LAW,  IRELAND,  ACT,  1881.     (See  Table  St.  44  &  45  V. ,  c.  49) 

rules  made  under,  judicially  noticed 26 

LANDLORD.     (See  Lease,  Tenancy,  Tenant) 

tenant  when  estopped  from  denying  title  of.     (See  Estoppel)  .     122 — 126 

admission  by,  how  far  evidence  against  tenant 683 

by  tenant,  how  far  evidence  against 683,  684 

how  far  waives  forfeiture,  by  suing  or  distrain,  for  or  accept,  rdnt  698,  699 

by  misleading  tenant '  .      726 

does  not  waive  forfeiture  by  passive  acquiescence 700,  701 

must  prove  forfeiture,  though  proof  involves  a  negative  ....  343,  344 
can  have  recourse  to  oral  testimony,  when     .  ...  376 — 378 

may  serve  notice  to  quit  on  tenant's  servant 202 

how  far  waives  notice  to  quit  by  accepting  or  demanding  rent  699 

impliedly  warrants  lessee's  quiet  enjoyment   .        .  .    .    1001 

does  not  impliedly  warrant  title  by  parol  demise  ...  ...    1001 

does  by  lease  in  Ireland .    .    .|1001,  1002 

does  not  warrant  premises  fit  for  occupation  1002 

except  in  the  case  of  ready  furnished  house        1002 

does  not  impliedly  undertake  to  keep  premises  in  repair     .    .    .        1002 

title  of,  when  implied  from  receipt  of  rent 148 

are  counterparts  of  leases  sealed  by  tenant  ever  admissible  for  ?  .  393,  394 
course  to  be  pursued  by,  when  tenant  becomes  bankr 864 

LANDLORD  &  TENANT  IREL.  ACT.     (See  Taile  St.  33  &  34  V.,  c.  46) 

rules  under,  judicially  noticed 26 

LAND  REGISTRY  OFFICE,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed  .        .    :    .  .11 

effect  of  certificates  granted  by  Registrar  of  1401 

LAND  REVENUE  RECORDS,  where  deposited   .  .  .  1269,  1270 

what  instruments  must  be  enrolled  in  Office  of 957 

books,  deeds,  records,  and  papers  of  Office  of,  how  proved     .  1366 

enrolment  of  instruments  in  Office  of,  how  proved  .    .    1405 

LANDS  CLAUSES  CONSOL.  ACT  presumes  ownership  &om  possession     148 

notices,  &c. ,  under,  may  be  served  by  post  .  198,  199 

judgments  under,  how  proved  1324 

LAND-TAX  ASSESSMENTS,  admissible  as  public  documents  .        1358 

duplicates  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls  .  .    1269 

how  inspected .  1267 

how  proved 1310 

those,  not  in  such  custody,  how  proved    ...  .        1365 

effect  of,  as  evidence  ...  ...  ,  .    .  1510 

LAND  TRANSFER  ACT.     (See  Tahle  St.  38  &  39  V.  c.  87) 

who  may  inspect  documents  kept  under ,        1297 

LANGDALE'S  ACT.     (See  Taile  St.TW.i&l  V.  c.  26),  its  provisions     900 

LANGUAGE  of  document  may  be  explained  by  parol 986 

LARCENY,  presumption  of,  from  recent  possess,  of  stolen  prop.  .  83,  84,  161 — 

163 
when  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of,  on  indictment  for  burglary, 

stealing  in  dwelling-house,  or  other  aggi-avated  felony  ....  270 
proof  oi,  will  bar  indict,  for  obtain,  goods  by  false  pretences  1457,  1459 
count  for,  may  be  joined  with  count  for  receivingstolen  property  317,  318 
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LARCENY — continued. 

indict,  for,'  may  charge  three  acts,  done  within  six  months  of  each 

other 317 

on  indict,  for,  when  allegons.  of  value  material    .    .  .  278  279 

what  is  matter  of  essential  description 282,  283 

name  or  nature  of  property  stolen 282,  283 

when  needless  to  allege  or  prove  ownership      .    .  287,  288 

on  indict,  for  steal,  deeds  or  writings,  notice  to  prod,  needless   379,  415,  416 

is  an  acquittal  for,  a  bar  to  indictment  for  false  pretences  ?   ....    1457 

it  is  for  compound  felony,  Including  larceny  1460 

for  embezzlement,  on  same  facts  .    .    .    1459 

acquittal  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  bar  to  indictmt.  for  1459 

for  compound  felony, including  larceny, bar  to  indictmt.for  1460 

for  embezzlement,  bar  to  indictment  for,  on  same  facts  .    1459 

on  indict,  for,  proof  and  elfect  of  previous  summary  convict.  1324, 1384 

under  Act  of  1861  as  to,  fraudulent  bankers,  &c.  indemnified,how  far  1245 

stealers  of  title  deeds  or  wills  indem.,  how  far      1245 

on  indict,  for  misdem.  costs  may  be  alio  wed  1063, 1064 

actions  must  be  brought  within  six  months   .        94 

defts.  may  plead  "  gen.  issue  "  by  Stat.  .    .    .      302 

may  pay  money  into  court  .        .  302,  303,  717 

'      justices  may  dispose  summarily  of,  when ...    1073 

may  in  such  cases  allow  costs  of  pros,  and  witn 1073 

summary  convictions  for,  how  proved,  and  effect  of  .  .        1324 

LATENT  AMBIGUITY,  what  and  how  far  explainable  by  parol,  or  by 

declarations  of  intention.     (See  Parol  Evidence)    .    .    .        1026 — 1042 

LATERAL  SUPPORT,  presumption  respecting 145 

LAW  AND  FACT.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 

LAW  LIST,  of  what  it  is  evidence    ...  .  .    .  .    .  1399 

LAW  MERCHANT,  judicially  noticed .        .5,996 

LAW  OF  NATIONS,  presumptions  recognised  in 130 

LAW  OF  THE  ROAD,  judicially  noticed 7 

LAWS.     (See  By-Laws,  Foreign  Laws)  what  judicially  noticed  .  4 

colonial,  how  proved  .  15, 16 

ignorance  of,  does  not  excuse .    .        .      103 

LAWYER.     (See  Barrister,  Solicitor) 

LEADING  QUESTION,  meaning  of 1196 

in  general  not  allowed  in  examination  in  chief 1196 

unless  witness  obviously  interested  or  hostile     .    .    .  1197 

case  of  attesting  witness  called  to  satisfy  court 1197 

allowed  where  suggestion  necessary  to  refresh  memory    ....        1197 

e.g.,  where  name  forgotten 1197 

to  identify  a  party 1197 

to  enable  witn.  to  contradict  another  as  to  contents  of  lost 

letter 1198 

where  witness  is  of  tender  age 1198 

allowed  wherever  justice  plainly  requires  it 1198 

discretion  of  judge  in  granting  not  controllable  by  Court  of  Appeal  1198 
allowed  in  cross-examinations,  within  what  limits  .    .        .    1223 

answers  to,  in  depositions,  constantly  suppressed  .    .    .  492,  493 

LEASE.     (See  Landlord,  Tenancy,  Tenant)  ' 

what,  must  be  by  deed 851 — 855 

unless  not  exceeding  three  years 852,  856 

the  three  years  must  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  agreement     856 

parol,  for  more  than  three  years,  effect  of    .  852,  856 

law  in  Irel.,  as  to  the  necessity  for  a  deed  or  signed  writing       .    .      857 
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LEASE — continued. 

how  assigned  or  surrendered  under  St.  of  Frauds 857 

surrender  of,  by  operation  of  law,  what.      (See  St.  of  Frauds)  858 — 864 

when  presumable 158, 159 

cancellation  will  not  work  a    .      861 

effect  of  holding  over  after  expiration  of         215 

terms  of,  not  provable  by  parol 374 

what,  must  be  by  deed,  under  8  &  9  V. ,  c.  106 851 

ecclesiastical,  under  certain  Acts  how  proved  1378 

evidence  of  usage,  how  far  admissible  to  explain  ....    991,  995, 1010 

recitals  in  when  evidence  of  reputation 549 

what  warrants  implied  in,  on  part  of  lessor 1001, 1002 

on  part  of  lessee  in  Irel 1 002 

confirmation  of  invalid,  by  accepting  rent  and  signing  a  mem.   700,  858 
whether  counterparts  of.  Sealed  by  lessee,  ever  admissible  for  lessor    393, 

394 
counterparts  of,  when  primary,  when  secondary,  evidence     .    .    .      393 

when  execution  presumed  .  168 

who  entitled  to  custody  of  expired        .        .  .    .  .        .  400, 584 

when  trustee  of  bankrupt  lessee  may  disclaim  .        .    .  ...      864 

assignment  of,  by  operation  of  law    ....  865 

LEDGER.     {See  Account  Books) 

LEGACY,  distinction  between  ademption  of,  and  revocation  of  will  .    .      976 

total  or  partial  ademption  of,  may  be  proved  by  parol 976 

presumpt. ,  legacies  not  cumula. ,  where  sums  and  motives  correspond    1042 
against  dble.  portions  where  child  prov.  for  by  settle,  and  will  1043 

that  legacy  is  satisfaction  of  debt,  when 1043, 1044 

that  portioument  of  legatee  by  parent  is  ademption  of  legac.y      1043 

these  presum.  may  be  rebutted  by  parol  and  declarat.  of  intention  1042 

may  be  fortified  in  like  manner  if  evidence  given  in  reply  1044 

presumption  as  to  rateable  abatement  of 182 

as  to  being  given  to  executor  in  that  character   .    .    .      183 

assent  of  executor  to,  question  for  jury 58 

LEGAL  ADVISER.     (See  Barrister,  Solicitor) 

LEGAL  EFFECT,  erroneous  statement  of  contract  according  to  sup- 
posed, may  be  amended,  when        .  245 

LEGAL  ESTATE,  presumption  of,  from  possession 147 — 151 

conveyance  of,  to  beneficial  owner,  when  presumed 156, 157 

LEGAL  MEMORY,  what  is  the  limit  of  .  97 

LEGAL  ORIGIN  of  rights  presumed  from  usage 151 

from  long  enjoyment 152,  155 

LEGATEES,  error  in  number  of,  when  court  will  presume 1039 

in  name  of,  more  important  than  mistake  in  descrlp.  1032 
may  be   explained  by  testator's  habit  of  miscalling 

persons 1029 

LEGISLATURE.     (See  Parliament) 
LEGITIMACY.     (See  Bastardy) 

presumptions  respecting 20,  129 

family  conduct,  recognition  of,  in  cases  of  pedigree 571 

whether  declarations  of  bastard,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree  .      561 

of  children,  how  far  parents  may  give  evid.  respecting 817 

Act  for  perpetuating  testimony  of  (See  Table  St.  21  &  22  V.,  c.  93)      490 
LESSEE.     (See  Tenant) 

LESSOR  of  plaintiff,  under  old  law,  real  party  in  ejectment 1440 

LETTER-CARRIER,  admission  of  being,  from  acting  as  such  ....  694 

(4580) 


INDEX.  1709 

PAGE 

LETTERS,  construction  of,  question  for  judge  .    .        .  61 

30  years  old  require  no  proof Ill 

presumed  to  be  written  on  day  of  date  .    .  186 

except  in  petition  for  dam.  for  adul.  when  put  in  to  prove  terms  on 

which  husband  and  wife  lived 186,  187,  518 

of  co-conspirat.  when  evid.  against  their  fellows.   (See  Conspirators)      527 
of  husband  or  wife  to  each  other  or  to  strangers,  when  admissi- 
ble in  petition  for  dam.  for  adultery  .    .  518 

in  bills  of  divorce  under  old  law 673,  674 

of  witn.  cannot  be  read  to  discredit  him,  without  prev.  cross-exam.  1218, 1235 
cross-exam,  as  to  contents  of,  allowable  without  producingthem  1236,1237 

mode  of  proceeding  in  such  case         .    .    1237 

judge  may  require  production  of,  at  trial,  when  .        ...    1237 

written  to  party,  no  evidence  of  his  sanity 511 

unless  he  has  manifested  a  knowledge  of  their  contents  .    .    .  512 

rule  of  Eccles.  Court  on  this  subject .    .      512 

of  relatives,  when  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree    .    .  .  573 

of  a  solicitor,  "  without  prejudice,"  not  evidence 678 

between  client  and  solicitor  privileged,  when 783 — 785 

sending  of,  probable  by  entry  in  deceased  clerk's  letter  book  .    .    .      614 
receipt  of,  by  master,  presumed,  if  proved  to  have  been  given  to  servt.     201 

presumed  to  have  been  posted,  when .    .      202 

sent  by  post,  presumed  to  reach  destination  in  due  course  .    .    .  197 

post-mark,  evidence  of  time  of  receipt  of    .    .    .        .  ...      197 

presumed  to  be  written  to  party  producing  them 149 

when  evidence  as  admissions,  without  putting  in,  or  calling  for 

production  of,  those  to  which  they  were  answers 650 

referred  to  in  leg.  proc.  may  be  read  without  putt,  in  other  pts. 

of  pro 651 

how,  if  annexed  to  answer  in  Chancery    .        ...  ...        .      652 

contr.  to  satisfy  St.  of  B*rauds,  may  be  made  out  from.    (See  St.  of 

Frauds, ■    '    .    .' 876 

acquiescence  in  contents  of,  how  far  presumable  from  not  answering      703 
knowledge  of  contents  of,  how  far  presumable  from  letters  being 

found  in  party's  possession 703,  704 

knowledge  of  handwriting,  obtained  by  receiving 1581 

written  subsequent  to  action  for  libel,  when  admiss 322 

on  indictment  for  sending  threatening,  duty  of  jury         66,  67 

other  threatening  letters  admissible,  when  .    .    .      327 

LETTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION.     (See  Administration) 

LETTERS  PATENT.     (See  Patent) 

from  the  Crown,  how  proved .  ....    1304 

LEVEL,  meaning  of,  in  mining  contract  may  be  proved  by  usage    .    .    .      988 

LEX  FORI,  rules  of  evid.  are  governed  by 68,  69 

except  in  courts-martial        .    .  .  ...        69 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDER,  on  indict,  or  action  for^  jury  may  interpret  writ.        66 
when  witness  may  testify  to  meaning  of  words  .  .  .    .    1207 

when  malice  presumed .  ..  106,  139 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought .  92,  93 

witness  protected  from  action  for .        .    .    1126 

in  action  for,  when  amendments  allowed  .    .  .        243 — 245 

who  entitled  to  begin 357 

paymentofmoneyintocourtallowed  asamendswhen      716 
jury  must  decide,  whether  communication  made  bon&  fide  .        .    .  57,  58 

judge  must  decide,  whether  on  a  justifiable  occasion 57,  58 

other  libels  admissible  to  prove  malice  or  deliberate  publication    322 — 324 
evidence  of  mode  of  publishing  such  libels  also  admissible    .    .    .      324 
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LIBEL  AND  SLA'SDER— continued. 

when  plea  of  justification  may  be  referred  to  as  evidence  of  malice  323 

when  plaintiff  may  give  evidence  of  good  conduct     .            ....  333 

what  defendant  may  prove  in  mitigation  of  damages    .           ...  324 

whether  he  may  prove  plaintiff's  bad  character 334 — 338 

special  damage  laid  need  not  be  proved  if  words  actionable  274 

may  be  transmitted  by  telegram .  842 

and  company  transmitting  may  be  liable  for   .    .    .               .    .  842 

in  indictment  for,  cumulative  avei-ments  immaterial 269 

several  libels  may  be  charged  and  proved           .  315 

criminal  responsibility  of  bookseller  for  libel  sold  by  his  shopman  137 

of  propr.  of  newspaper  for  libel  inserted  by  his  agent    137,  779 

proof  and  effect  of  certificate  of  publicat.  by  order  of  Pari.    .    .    .  1392 

bill  of  discovery  used  to  lie  to  disco,  deft,  's  connect,  with  libell. 

newsp.                   .        .        .    .                   1246 

LIBERUM  TENEMENTXJM,  judgment  in  support  of  old  plea  of,  how 

far  bar  to  2nd  action  of  trespass  ....               .                   .    .  1450 

LICENCE,  when  presumed  from  long  enjoyment  to  defeat  forfeiture   .    .  160 

to  marry,  when  proof  of,  unnecessary                          .        .  164 

to  export,  when  presumed 200 

of  pleasure,  revocable,  whether  granted  by  parol  or  deed    ....  836 
to  shoot,  hunt,  and  fish,  and  take  game  killed,  may  be,  and  can 

only  be  irrevocably  granted  by  deed              .           .                       .  836 

for  formation  of  oyster  beds  in  Ir. ,  copy  of,  when  evid 1513 

of  metrepol.  public  carriages,  and  of  state  carriages,  how  proved  1379 

admissibility  and  defect  of  registers  of .        .           .    .        .           .    .  1513 

of  theatre,  must  be  proved  by  manager,  when 351 

parties  charged  with  sporting,  selling  liquors,  &c.,  without,  show 

that  they  have  them  ....           .                       .    .               .  354 

LICENSING  ACT,  1872.     (See  TaMe  St.  35  &  36  V.,  c.  94) 

in  crim.  proceed,  against,  onus  of  proof .    .      353 

deft,  and  wife  admiss.  witn.  .        .    1156 

proof  and  admiss.  of  registers  of  licences  under     ....  .    1372 

LIEN,  witness  how  far  bound  to  produce  document  on  which  he  has  a  419,  420 
on  debtor's  account  books  cannot  be  set  up  in  bankruptcy  .    .      419 

of  innkeepers,  judicially  noticed   ...  .    .  6 

part  acceptance  to  bar  St.  of  Frauds,  must  preclude  vendor's  .        .      896 

of  factor's,  judicially  noticed 6 

of  bankers  on  secuiities  of  their  customers,  judicially  noticed  .    .  6 

gives  only  a  right  of  retention  .  .  ...        1010 

LIFE,  presumptions  respecting  continuance  of 216 — 222 

if  party  has  not  been  heard  of  for  7  years,  he  is  presumed  dead  218 

no  presumption  raised  as  to  time  of  his  death ^  219 

jury  may  infer  death  within  7  years,  if  party  aged;  ill,  or  in  peril      220 
in  absence  of  proof  of  inquiry,  death  not  presumed  within  60  years      217 

presumption  of,  when  it  conflicts  with  that,  of  innocence 135 

presump.  as  to  survivorship,  where  two  men  die  in  the  same  cal- 
amity    220—222 

LIGHT,  right  to,  when  barred  by  Prescription  Act  ...  .    .        97 

how  taken  out  of  Act 97,  939 

LIGHTERS,  no  warranty  that  they  shall  be  seaworthy  in  marine  insurance     997 
LIMITATIONS,  STATUTES  OF,  on  what  principle  they  rest   ...  102 

Lord  Plunkett's  observations  on     .    .  102 

necessary  to  plead  specially  in  High  Court    ....  .•    291,  292 

what  actions  must  be  brought  within  six  years 92,  93 

within  four  years 93 
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what  actions  must  be  brought  -within  two  years 93 

within  one  year 93,  94 

within  six  months,  actions  against  justices 94 

within  six  months,  actions  under  Employ.  Liabil.  Act,  1880      .    .        93 
within  six  mths.,  agst.  pers.  acting  und.  Ci-im.  Law  Stats,  of  1861       94 

under  other  Acts 94 

within  four  month  under  Contagious  Diseases,  Animals,  Act,  1878      94 
within  three  months  under  Metropolitan  Police  Acts   ......        94 

within  two  months  under  Scotch  Summary  Proc.  Act,  1864       .    .        94 

within  two  months  under  Customs  Consol.  Act,  1876 94 

executions  must  issue  within  three  years  against  former  members 

of  Ijanking  co-partnerships 94 

title  to  lands  or  rent,  when  barred  by 95,  96 

in  case  of  spiritual  or  elemosynary  corporations  sole  95 

in  case  of  redemption  of  mortgage  by  mortgagor    .    .        96 
in  case  of  mortgagee  bringing  action  to  recover  land      96 

in  case  of  disability    ....  95 

to  dower,  when  barred  by 95 

to  advowsons,  when  barred  by 95 

to  moneys  charged  on  land  and  legacies,  when  barred  by   .    .        95 

to  tithes,  when  barred  by 96 

to  incorporeal  rights,  when  barred  by 97 

within  what  time  actions  of  covenant  must  be  brought    ....     97,  98 

of  debts  on  specialties 97,  98 

of  scire  facias  upon  recognizance         .    .        97 

for  penalties 97,  98 

prosecut.  for  treason  must  be  commenced  .        .    .        98 

for  smuggling  otfences       98 

for  night  poaching 99 

under  Marriage  Act 99 

under  Act  forregis.  births,  deaths,  andmarrs.  99 

under  "Naval  Discipline  Act,  1866"     .      100 

suit  against  clergyman  for  transgressing  Eccl.  Law    100 

proceedings  for  contravening  Corrupt  &  lUeg.  Practices  Prevention  Act  101 

for  contravening  Municipal  Corp.  Act,  1882  .        ...      101 

for  offences  under  the  Army  Act,  1881 100 

under  Merchant  Shipping  Act 101 

under  Public  Health  Acts  for  England  and  Ireland     .      101 

under  Mines  Eegulation  Acts 101 

under  Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1878 101 

summary  proceedings  in  Set 101 

■usage  for  25  years,  when  conclusive  of  religious  opinions    .    .        .        98 
taking  case  out  of  Stat.  21  J.  1,  c.  16.     (See  Lord  Tenterden's  Act) 

1.  by  signed  acknowledgment       .       93,  532,  656—658,  921—928 

2.  by  part-payment  .  .  93,  532,  605,  606,  657,  658,  928—932 
takingcaseoutofKeal  Property  Limit.  Acts,  signed  by  acknowl.  658,  935 
acknowledgment  signed  by  one  of  several  mortgagees,  effect  of    .      659 

writing  must  he  signed,  when  by  party  himself  .    .    .   935,  946 
when  by  party  or  his  agent      936,  947 

must  be  distinct  and  unconditional 936 

taking  debts  on  specialty  out  of: — 

by  written  acknowledgment,  signed  byparty  or  hisagent  606,  607,  937 

what  acknowledgment  will  suffice 937 

by  part-payment  or  payment  of  interest 605,  937 

effect  of  indorsem.  of  pt.-paym.   on  specialty  by  deceased  payee. 

(See  Specialties)       605—611 

taking  incorporeal  rights  out  of  Prescription  Acts  by  consent  or 

agreement  by  deed  or  writing         938 
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LIMITATIONS,  STATUTES  OF— continued. 

sufficiency  of  aoknowl.  to  take  case  out  of  Stat.,  question  for  Judge      63 

LIMITS  of  a  town,  provable  by  hearsay 542 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES,  in  case  of,  rule  as  to  right  to  begin       ...      358 
difference  between  penalty  and,  question  for  Judge  .    .  ...        62 

LIS  MOTA,  doctrine  of,  explained    .    .  555 — 559 

does  not  apply  to  privil.  communic,  so  far  as  solicitor  is  concerned    784 

nor  does  it  now,  so  far  as  client  is  concerned 795 — 796 

rejects  declara.  in  matters  of  public  interest  and  pedigree,  why  554,  555, 

565 
means  commencement  of  controversy,  not  commencement  of  suit        555 

when  declarations  not  rejected  by .    .  558 

if  existence  of  controversy  unknown  to  declarant 559 

LISTS  of  witn.  &  jurors  must  be  given  to  traitor,  when.     (See  Treason)  1167 

of  jurors,  inspection  of 1299 

of  parliamentary  voters,  &c.  .    1300 

of  non-parochial  registers,  where  deposited,  and  contents  of      .    .    1292 
of  grants  of  probate  and  administ. ,  where  deposited      .    .    .    .1271,1272 

how  inspected         1273 

of  persons  whose  real  estate  is  affected  by  judgments,  inspection  of  1280 
of  debtors  and  accountants  to  the  Crown,  inspection  of    .    .  .    1280 

of  convoy,  admissible  as  public  documents 1358 

Navy,  and  Clergy  Lists,  inadmissible 1518 

Army  lists  are  admissible  1399,  1518 

Law  Lists  admiss.  for  what  purpose 1399 

LIVERY,  since  1845,  corporeal  heredits.  lie  in  grant  as  well  as  in,  when    851 

LIVERYMAN,  office  of,  defined  by  custom     . 8 

LIVERY  OF  SEISIN,  when  presumed  formerly 151 

LIVERY-STABLE  KEEPER  bound  by  declon.  of  servant,  when     .     533,  534 

LLOYD'S  list,  undervrriter  presumed  to  know  contents  of 200 

register  of  shipping  at,  inadmissible  as  a  public  document  .  .    1354 

LOAN  not  presumed  from  mere  payment  of  money 196   197 

pre.sumption  as  to  authority  of  wife  to  contract 212 

contract  to  pay.  out  of  future  rent  of  farm  is  not  an  interest  in  land 

within  Stat,  of  Frauds  .  889 

LOAN  SOCIETIES,  rules  of,  how  proved I375 

LOCAL  AND  PERSONAL  ACTS,  how  proved.     (See  Statutes)    .        .  14,  1303 
LOCAL  CUSTOMS.     (See  Customs) 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  BOARD,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

rules,  orders,  and  regulat.  of,  how  made .      946 

how  proved 1308 

attend,  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced 1 122 

orders  made  by,  touching  settlem.,  etc.,  of  paupers,  effect  of     .    .    1500 
LOCAL  LOANS  ACT.     (See  Debentures.     Table  St.  38  &  39  V.  c.  83) 

LOCAL  OFFENCES,  what  are 276   277 

LOCAL  PAPERS,  advertm.  of  bkptcy.  notice  in,  proof  and  effect  of  .    .    1493 
LOCALITY,  how  far  hearsay  evidence  of,  in  questions  of  pedigree  .     569,  570 

LOCUS  IN  QUO,  view  of,  by  Jury 501-^504 

LODGER  cannot  dispute  title  of  landlord 124 

can  protect  his  goods  from  distress,  how .  939 

meaning  of  term 939 

LODGING,  contract  to  take  furnished,  within  s.  4  St.  of  Frauds  ....      889 

contract  for  board  and,  no  rooms  being  named,  not  so 889 
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LODGING  HOUSES,  registers  of,  how  proved 1379 

by  laws  of,  how  proved I413 

non-liability  of  keeper  of,  for  loss  of  lodger's  goods 206 

LOG-BOOKS  of  Eoyal  Navy,  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Eolls  .    .    .        .    1269 

how  inspected ....  1266,  1267 

how  proved .       .    .    1310 

admissibility  and  effect  of 1358,  1509 

when  may  be  used  to  refresh  memory .    1202 

kept  under  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  how  proved 1366 

admissibility  and  effect  of     .    1512 

LONDON,  customs  of,  how  ascertained 8 

customs  of,  what  judicially  noticed  .    .  8 

what  provable  by  reputation 542  543 

seal  of  corporation  of,  judicially  noticed 11 

by-laws  for  regulating  Port  of,  and  vend,  of  coals  in,  how  proved      1413 

LONDON  GAZETTE.     (See  Gazette) 

LOED  OF  MANOR  must  allow  inspection  of  court  rolls,  when  ....  1282 
presumed  owner  of  waste  lands  within  manor     .        .  ....      146 

LOEDS;  House  of     (See  House  of  Lords,  Parliament) 

LD.  BEOUGHAM'S  ACT  of  1845  (See  ra5.St8&9  V.c.ll3),itsprovisions  13—15 
of  1851.  (See  Tab.  St.l4&15Y.  c.  99),  itsprov.  formak.  partieswitn.  1144 
forprovingFor.andCol.ActsofState,judgm.,&e., by  certified  copies  15,  16 
for  facilitating  proof  of  Ir.  docum.  in  Engl.,  oUEngl.  docum.  in  Irel., 

and  of  Engl,  and  Ir.  docum.  in  Colonies 1325,  1326 

for  proving  public  docum.  by  examined  or  certified  copies  .    .        .    1364 
for  proving  previous  convictions  or  acquittals  by  certificate  .    .  1383 

for  empowering  courts  and  others  to  administer,  oaths  to  witn.  .    .    1178 
ofl853,'16&17V.  c.  83,  its  provis.  for  making  wives  of  partieswitn.  1157 
LD.  CAMPBELL'S  ACT  OF  1846.     (See  Table  St.  9  &  10  V.  c.  93) 

effect'Of  judgment  recovered  under 1450 

of  1851.     (See  Table  St.  14  &  15  V.  c.  100)  amend,  under  .    .    .  257—260 

LD.  CHAMBEELAIN'S  OFFICE,  records  of,  now  in  Eecord  Office  .    .        1269 

LD.  DENMAN'S  ACT,  (See  Table  St.  6&7  V.  c.  85),  its  provisions  1140—1143 

its  exceptions  as  to  competency  of  parties  repealed  .    .    .    1143 

as  to  competency  of  wives  repealed 1143 

LD.  TENDEEDEN'S  ACT.     (See   Table  St.  9  G.  4,  c.  14),  how  it  affects 

St.  of  Lim 606,  656 

?  1,  no  debt  taken  out  of  St.  of  Limit.,  but  by  acknowledgment  or 

promise  in  writing  signed,  or  by  part-payment 056,  921 

Act  intended  no  alteration  in  legal  construction  of  promises        .    .    922 

simply  substituted  written  for  oral  evidence 922 

sufficiency  of  acknowledgment  question  for  judge 63 

acknowledg.  must  amount  to  express  promise  to  pay  debt  ....      922 

or  to  unqualified  admission  of  subsisting  liability  from 
which  promise  to  pay  on  request  may  be  implied  .      922 
conditional  promise  insuffic,  withoutproof of  fulfilmeutof  condition    923 
whether  admission  to  stranger  sufficient  ...  ...  923 

effect  of  admission  of  some  debt,  not  specifying  amount       .  923 

time  of  admission,  and  persontowhoramade.maybeprovedbyparol     924 

infant  may  acknowledge  debt  for  necessaries 924 

immaterial  to  what  part  of  document  signature  attached     ....      924 

admission  must  be  made  before  action  brought 924 

promise  proved  must  correspond  with  that  laid  in  statement  of  claim    924 
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LOED  TENTERDEN'S  KCT— continued. 

examples  of  insuflScient  acknowledgments 925 

of  conditional  acknowledgments 926 

of  sufficient  acknowledgments 926,  927 

acknowledg.byonejointcontr.,ex.orad.,  only  binds  himself  532,  656,  657 

how  judgment  entered  and  costs  given  in  these  cases 657 

part-payment,  what  sufficient 928 

must  be  on  account  of/fte  debt,  &inpartdischargeofit    928 
no  exception  in  favour  of  sale  and  delivery  of  goods      .    .        .        .      929 

items  in  open  account        929 

part-payment  of  principal,  or  payment  of  interest     ....-•...      930 

payment  may  be  proved  by  verbal  admission  931 

identity  of  debt,  when  presumed 932 

effect  of  paym.  by  one  joint  contr.  ex.  or  ad.,  was  not  altered  by  656,  657 
but  now,  by  Mercantile  Law  Amendm.  Act,  part-payment  by  one 

joiut-contractor,  &c.,  only  binds  himself 657,658 

?  3,  indorsem,  of  part-paym.  on  bill  of  note  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit.     606 
1 5,  ratification  of  promise  by  infant  must  have  been  by  writing  signed     932 

but  such  promise  cannot  be  ratified  now 932 

§  6,  extends  §  4  of  St.  of  Frauds  as  to  guarantees 933 

representations  as  to  credit  of  another  must  be  by  vn-iting  signed       933 

meaning  of  "  ability  "  mentioned  in  that  § 933 — 935 

J  7,  extends  |  17  of  St.  Frauds  to  contract  for  goods  not  made,  &c.     871 

under  ?  6,  signature  must  be  by  party  to  be  charged 946 

under  ?§land7,signature  may  be  byagentappointedbyparol  657,871,  947 

LOSS.     (See  Lost  Instrument)  of  ship,  when  presumed 222,  223 

of  goods  when  carrier  liable  for  .    . 205 

when  innkeeper  liable  for 206,  207 

in  action  on  policy  averment  of  total,  but  proof  of  partial    ....      274 

LOST  INSTRUMENT  presumed  to  be  duly  stamped 165,  168,  402 

what  search  for,  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence   ....  397 — 402 

question  for  judge   .    .    . , 36,  397 

person  in  whose  custody  it  should  be,  must  be  called 397,  398 

his  declarations,  if  he  can  be  called,  inadmissible 398 

whether  declarations  admissible  if  addressed  to  the  judge  ....      3.99 

place  of  proper  custody  should  be  searched 399 

sometimes  necessary  to  search  several  places  .  400 

how  when  person  having  custody  of  instrument  is  dead 402 

search  need  not  be  recent,  or  for  purposes  of  cause    ....  402 

notice  to  produce  need  not  be  given,  if  loss  admitted 417 

probate  of  lost  will  when  granted 403 

action  on  lost  bill  formerly  not  maintainable  .        .    .  ....      403 

loss  cannot  now  be  set  up,  ifSindemnity  given 404 

requiring  attestation,  how  proved 1572 

cross-examination  as  to  contents  of,  allowed 1237 

cross-examining  party  may  interpose  evidence  to  prove  loss    .        .    1237 

LUGGAGE,  when  carrier  liable  for  loss  of 205 

LUNACY.     (See  Insanity,  Lunatic) 

docs,  in  matters  of,  in  England  or  Ireland,  when  taken  or  sworn 

abroad,  how  proved 18 

orders  of  Ld.  Chan,  in  matters  of,  how  proved           1376 

admissibility  and  effect  of,  in  certain  cases    .  1501 

reports  of  Masters  in,  how  proved 1376 

licences,  orders,  and  instruments  by  Commiss.  of,  how  proved  .    .  1376 

how  Masters  in,  can  enforce  attend,  of  witn 1125 

inqiiisitions  in,  admissible  against  strangers,  but  not  conclusive   .  1429 
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LUNACY  ACT,  1845.     (See  Table.  St.8&9Yl,  e,  100) 

LUNATIC,  in  lucid  interval  compet.  as  a  witness 1169 

may  be  summoned  as  witn.  by  habeas  corpus 1086, 1087 

is  coroner's  inquest  finding  deed.,  evid.  of  his  insanity  onanissue?  1429 

effect  of  admissions  by  committee  of 665 

•what  orders  respecting,  are  valid  without  being  sealed 941 

in  proceed,  respecting,  how  justices  can  make  witn.  attend    .    .    .    1120 
curator  bonis  of  Scotch,  may  sue  in  England. for  debts  due  to  estate    1483 

LYING  is  contrary  to  nature 73,  74 

is  a  future  in  the  character  of  an  enslaved  people 76 

MACHINE,  copy  made  by,  secondary  evidence 387 

presumed  correct  in  India 387 

MADMAN.     (See  Lunatic) 
MADNESS.     (See  Insanity,  Lunacy) 
MAGISTRATE.     (See  Justices) 

MAHOMED  AN,  how  sworn 1179 

law  in  India  as  to  survivorship 222 

as  to  legitimacy  .  129 

MAKER.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

indorsement  by  payee  of  prom,  note  admits  signature  of  maker   .      731 

MALA  FIDES,  how  far  question  for  judge  or  for  jury 54 

MALADY,  declaration  of  patient  as  to,  admissible  516 

MALICE,  how  far  question  for  j  udge  or  for  jury 54 

when  presumed 103 — 106,  139 

collateral  facts,  when  admissible  to  prove    ....  ...    322 — 328 

in  law  and  in  fact,  distinction  between 139,  140 

the  former  will  be  presumed,  the  latter  must  be  proved 139 

MALICIOUS  INJURIES.     (See  3Ialicious  Prosecution) 

on  an  indictm.  for,  when  malice  implied 103,  104 

costs  may  be  allowed,  though  offence  be  a  misdem.     1063, 1064 
to  property,  when  needless  to  allege  or  prove  injury  to  parlar.  person    287 

when  value  must  exceed  £5 279 

to  trees  in  a  park,  &c.,  when  value  must  exceed  £1 279 

elsewhere,  when  value  must  exceed  £5 279 

to  sea-banks,  mill-dams,  &c. ,  are  local  offences 276 

to  wills,  records  or  legal  doc.  in  indict,  for, needless  to  allege  owner- 
ship     287,  288 

summary  conviction  for,- how  proved,  and  effect  of 1324 

under  Act  of  1861  relat.  to,  actions  must  be  brought  within  six  months      94 
defts.  may  plead  "gen.  issue  by  Stat."  .      303 
may  pay  money  into  court  as  amends    717 
MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION,  in  an  action  for,  prob.  cause  question  for 

judge 42 

v/hen  actual  malice  must  be  proved 139,  140 

jury  may,  but  not  bound  to,   infer  malice  for  want  of  probable 

cause ...      141 

to  sustain  action  for,  is  plaintiff  entitled  to  copy  of  indictment  ?  .    1274 

evidence  of  plaintiff's  bad  character  inadmissible 333 

record  conclusive  evidence  for  plaintiff  of  acquittal 1422 

but  no  evidence  of  defendant  being  prosecutor 1422 

or  of  his  malice  or  want  of  probable  cause 1422 

defendant  may  still  prove  plaintiflrs.guilt 1422 

recovery  of  damages  in  action  for  false  imprisonm.  no  bar  to  action 

for 1449 
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MALT,  right  of  toll  on,  provable  by  hearsay 542 

MAN-OF-WAR,  log  book  of.     (See  Log  Books) 

MANDAMUS  to  inspect  pub.  docs.,  when  granted,     {^ee  Public  Records) 

1281—1289 

to  examine  witnesses  in  India 448 — 450, 1330 

elsewhere  in  the  colonies  respecting  offences  against 

slave  trade 451, 1330 

respecting  offences  committed  by  public  officers   .    .    .      450 
witnesses  how  made  attend  under 1110 

MANNER  of  witness,  observations  upon 75 

of  causing  d6ath  need  not  be  set  forth  in  indictment  for  murder   .      281 

MANOR.     (See  Lord  of  Manor) 

waste  lands  within,  presumed  to  belong  to  lord 146 

custom  of  one,  when  provable  by  evidence  of  custom  of  another  307,  3C8 

boundaries  of,  when  provable  by  like  evidence 309 

customs  and  boundaries  of,  when  provable  by  reputation  539 — 543 

by  verdicts  and  judgments  inter  alios    1437 

depositions  of  conventionary  tenants  of,  when  evid.  of  reputation      550 

steward  of,  bound  to  produce  what  documents  as  a  witness    .    .    .      421 

MANOR  COURT,  presentments  in,  when  evidence  of  reputation  550,  551,  15Q6 
inspection  of  rolls  of,  who  entitled  to,  and  how  enforced  .  .  1282 
judgments  of,  how  proved    .  .    1336 

MANSLAUGHTER,  on  indictment  for  murder,  prisoner  may  be  con- 
victed of  , ....  .  270,  273 

acquittal  for,  bar  to  indictment  for  murder 1460 

acquittal  for  murder,"  bar  to  indictment  for 1460 

indictment  for,  need  not  specify,  mode  of  killing 281 

prisoner's  deposition  on  oath  before  coroner  admitted  in  evid.    .    .      775 

MANUFACTURERS.     (See  Designs) 

MANUSCRIPT.     (See  Writings,  Private  Writings) 

MAPS,  how  far  admissible  as  evidence  of  reputation 549,  550 

when  admissible,  as  admissions  by  privies 683,  1505 

Ordnance  Survey  in  Ireland  not  admiss.  as  a  public  document  .    .    1505 

but  Down  Survey  admiss 1505 

deposited  with  Clerks  of  Peace,  inspection  of 1 299 

certificates  of  correction  of    .        .    1397 

MARINE.     (See  Seaman  and  Insurance) 

articles  of  war  in  service,  judic.  noticed 4 

MARITIMELAW  judicially  noticed 4 

presumptions  recognised  by 222 — 227 

MARK.     (See  Handwriting)  test,  may  have  signed  will  under  St.  of 

Frauds  by 909 

testator  may  subscribe  will  under  Will  Act  of  1838  by            ...  909 

witness  may  attest  wills  under  either  Act  by  .    .           909 

may  be  proved  by  witn.  who  has  seen  party  affix  it  to  other  papers  1580 

effect  of  vendee  marking  goods  in  vendor's  shop 897 

articles  bearing  trade,  presumed  genuine 1006 

MARKET,  certificates  by  justices,  that  works  of  new,  are  completed     .  1397 

overt,  custom  in  London  for  shop  to  be,  judicially  noticed  ....  8 

MARRIAGE.     (See  Hushand  and  Wife,  Married  Woman) 

de  facto,  presumed  valid 190 

when  presumed  from  cohabitation,  and  habit  and  repute    .    .    ,    .  190 
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MARRIAGE— eo»«»i(e<Z. 

provable  by  reputation  , 514,  515 

except  in  petitions  for  dam.  by  reason  of  adultery,  and  in  indict- 
ments for  bigamy,  when  strict  proof  necessary 190,  191,  515 

provable  by  parol,  though  registered 386 

promise  of,  presumption  respecting 196 

presumption  from;  of  legitimacy 129 

solemnisation  of,  when  presumed  regular 164 

testim.  of  hus.  &  wife  in  crim.  proceed.,  exclud.   only  in  cases  of 

lawful 1161 

mistress  supplied  with  goods  for  use  of  joint  household  cannot  dis- 
prove marriage  when  husband  sued  for  price 721 

effect  of  Married  Women's  Prop.  Act,  1882,  on  old  law  of  presump- 
tive agency 721 

forcible,  wife  competent  to  prove 1163 

in  suit  for  nullity  of,  admission  of  former  marriage  by  wife  will 

not  suffice 675 

when  impotence  presumed     ...  .      213 

decree  in  suit  for  jactitation  of,  how  far  judgment  in  rem.     .        .1431 

in  suit  for  divorce,  parties  comp.  witn .        1150 

but  not  bound  to  answer  questions  respecting  adultery  1150 

in  suit  for  breach  of  promise  of,  parties  competent  witn.         .  1149 

but  plff.'s  testim.  must  be  eorrob.     .        .        .    1149 

plff.'s  character,  how  far  evid 335,336 

witn.  may  express  opinion  whether  parties  were  attached    1208 
in  indictment  for  bigamy,  first  wife  incompetent  to  prove  .    .    .    .    1159 
after  first marr.proved,secd.  wife  competent  foror  against  pris.  1161 
on  settlement  appeal,  where  man  proved  his  marriage  with  pauper, 
another  woman  was  allowed  to  itrove  her  previous  marriage  with 

man       .  ....    1163 

revokes  will  since  "Will  Act         912 

except  will  made  in  exercise  of  power  of  appointment    912 

vested  woman's  chattels  real  in  husband,  when 866 

agreements  in  consideration  of,  must  be  by  signed  writing  ....      870 
in  which  consideration  must  appear  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly          872 

rule  does  not  apply  to  mutual  promises  to  marry     .    .      884 
when  Equity  will  enforce  a  parol  agreement  in  consideration  of  .      885 

settlements  on,  may  be  made  by  infants  when 128 

proper  custody  of 400, 

proper  search  for 400 

fact  and  time  of,  questions  of  pedigree 565 

within  what  time  offences  against  Marriage  Acts  must  be  prosecuted      99 

foreign  sentences  respecting,  effect  of 1476,  1482 

in  action  for  vex.  entry  of  caveat  agst.,  proof  &  effect  of  Reg.- 

Gen.'s  decl 1401 

registers  of,  under  Registra.  Act,  must  be  attested  by  two  witn.  949,  1565 
what  is  their  proper  place  of  deposit  .    .    .  1290 — 1293 

how  inspected 1290—1293, 

how  proved i 1367,  1368 

parish  registers  of,  how  proved     ....  1365 

non-parochial  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen.      .    .  1291,  1293 

what  they  consist  of 1291,  1292 

contents  and  repositories  of  lists  of  them 1292 

how  inspected 1292 

how  proved  in  civil  cases 1368 

in  criminal  cases      1363,  1368 

registers  of,  in  Scotland,  since  1854,  how  proved 1370 

registers  of  irregular  Scotch , 1370 

(4589) 


1718  INDEX. 


MARRIAGE — coniinned. 

registers  of,  in  Dublin,  under  Ir.  Mar.  Act,  since  April,  1845,  how 

proved   .        1370 

in  Ionian  Islands  now  deposited  with' Registrar-Gen.      1293 

Indian  registers  of,  must  be  attested  by  two  witnesses,  since  1852     949 

are  deposited  in  Charles  Street,St.  James's  Park  1270 

how  proved 1366 

registers  of,  of  British  subjects  abroad,  kept  in  Consist.  Ct   .  1270,  1271 

what  they  consist  of 1271 

kept  by  British  consul  abroad,  prior  to  28th  July,  1849,  how 

prov 1366 

since  that  date,  how  proved 1370 

certific.  of  Brit,  subjects  abroad, granted  by  consul.proof  and  effect  of  1389 

registers  of,  their  admissibility  and  effect .    1507 

foreign  or  colonial,  when  admissible 1356 

kept  at  May  Fair  and  at  the  Fleet,  inadmissible 1355 

so  those  kept  by  clergymen  in  Ireland  before  Slstof  March,  1845  1355 
so  those  kept  by  Wesleyans,  and  not  deposited  with  Eegistrar- 

Gen 1355 

so  those  kept  by  Britisher  Swedish  ambassador  at  Paris  .    .        1356 
MARRIED  WOMAN.     (See  Husi.  and  Wife)  presump.  as  to  coencion  of  209,  210 

presumption  as  to  domicil  of 229 

when  admissions  of,  are  evidence  against  her  husband     ....  535,  536 

may  be  convicted  of  stealing  husband's  goods .      210 

how  attendance  of,  as  witn.,  can  be  enforced  by  recognizance  .  .  1049 
when  witness,  expenses  should  be  tendered  to  her,  not  to  husband  1058 

may  sue  for  wages .    .      675 

may  be  sued  for  debts  contracted  before  marr.  when     .  .        1442 

may  be  sued  with  husb.  for  such  debts,  when        1442 

may  be  sole  trader  in  London,  custom  judicially  noticed 8 

will  of,  made  in  pursuance  of  a  power,  effect  of  probate  of    .  1352,  1463 
MARRIED  WOMEN'S  PROPERTY  ACT,  1874.     (See  Tab.  Stat.  37  &  38 
V.  c.  50.) 
how  far  husband  liable  under,  for  wife's  debts  before  marriage  715,  1442 

for  torts  committed  by  her   ....      715 

effect  of  husband  not  denying  assets 715 

MARRIED  WOMEN'S  PROPERTY  ACT,   1882.     (See  Tab.  Stat.  45  & 
46  V.  c.  75) 

MARRY,  mutual  promises  to,  not  within  Stat,  of  Frauds 885 

no  action  maintainable  on  promise-made  by  infant  to   , 932 

not  even  if  ratified  on  infant  coming  of  age 932 

MARSHAL,  in  action  against,    for  escape,   he  may  dispute  legality  of 

custody "    .      732 

MARSHALSEA,  records  of,  where  deposited 1269 

MASTER.     (See  Servant,  Employer's  Liability  Act) 

when  criminally  answerable  for  act  or  omission  of  servant  .  .  135,  136 
not  liable  for  injury  to  domestic  servant,  when  .....  1006,  Errata 
of  prisoner.holdingoutinducemt., excludes confession(See  Confession)  749 
differences  between  mast,  and  workmen  may  be  referred  to  arbitration  1 109 
attend,  of  witn.  how  enforced  in  such  arbitration     ....'...    1109 

of  ship  may  pledge  owners'  credit  for  necessaries 227 

MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS,  public  records  under  his  custody 1265 

enumeration  of  them 1268 — 1270 

regulations  as  to  inspection  of  them  and  fees 1267 

have  the  public  a  right  to  inspect  them  ? 1267 

in  what  repositories  at  present  kept 1268 

how  they  are  proved 1310 
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MASTERS  IN  HIGH  COURT,  witness,  how  made  to  attend  before  .       .1125 

court  will  not  anticipate  their  decisions 166,  167 

MASTERS  IN  LUNACY  may  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses   .    .        1135 
MAT.  ALLEGA.  must  be  pvoved  as  laid.  (See  Allega.,  Variance)  233,  282—288 
MATERIAL  ALTERATION  in  instrument.     (See  Alteration) 
MATRIMONIAL  CAUSES  CT.  in  Irel.  seal  of,  judicially  noticed  ....        10 

affidavits  in,  taken  abroad,  how  proved 18 

rules  of  evidence  in 829 

MATRIMONIAL  SUITS.     (See  Divorce  and  Mat.  Causes  Ot.) 

decrees  in,  are  judgments  in  rem 1430 

as  such,  binding  upon  strangers 1431 — 1433 

foreign  decrees  in,  effect  of 1476,1482 

MATRONS,  JURY  OF,  where  prisoner  pleads  pregnancy   ...  .    .      497 

may  be  assisted  by  a  surgeon 497 

but  he  must  be  examined  in  open  Court 497 

MATTERS  admitted.     (See  Admissions) 

judicially  noticed.     (See  Judicial  Notice) 

of  public  and  general  interest.     (See  Public  and  General  Interest) 

MAY  FAIR  registers  of  marriages  and  baptisAs,  inadmissible 1355 

MAYOR'S  COURT,  judgments  in  how  proved .  1336,  1340 

judgment  and  execution  agst.  garnishee  in  suit  of  foreign  attach- 
ment, when  an  estoppel  for  him  .  .  1444,  1445 

MEANINGOF  WORDS  will  be  judicially  noticed,  when 21,22 

when  question  for  judge,  when  for  jury 64,  65 

what  is  the  primary. 962 

words  must  be  interpreted  in  their  primary,  when 962 

may  be  explained  by  usage,  when .      988 

may  not,  when • .      991 

in  documents  question  for  judge •  .    .    .    .    61 — 66 

of  terms  "children,"  "family,"  "heir,"  "cousins,"  "nephew"  184,185,962 

of  terms  "domestic  servant,"  "month"        21,49,960 

of  term  ' '  not  on  meritxS  "  .    .    .    .  1471 

of  term  "presence "  in  Will  Act 901—904 

of  term.s  "mine,"  "town,"  "custom  of  the  country"  .    .     64,  65,  1011 

of  terms  "  cost-book  principle, ""  expenses  " 9,   1060,1065 

of  terms  "Lady  Day"  and  "Michaelmas" 991 

of  terms  "money,"   "debentures,"   "furniture,"    "unmarried" 

in  a  will 185 

of  term  "  tidings  "  in  insurance  law .  223 

MEASUREMENT  of  distance,  as  the  crow  flies 22 

MEASURES,  legal,  judicially  noticed  .    .    .   v        22 

MEDICAL  MAN,  communication  to,  not  privileged 787 

what  representation  to,  are  admissible  in  evidence 516,  517 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  to 172 

warrants  that  he  possesses  competent  skill 1008 

entitled  to  what  allowance,  as  witness Appendix 

in  criminal  courts  .    .    .1066,1068 
before  coroner    ....  1102,  1103 
attendance  of,  as  witness  before  coroner,  how  eiiforced    ...        .    1103 
as  an  expert,  may  aive  his  opin.  on  med.  questions.     (See  Ex- 
perts)         .1209,1214 

may  refresh  his  memory  by  referring  to  medical  books    1214 

may  assist  a  jury  of  matrons 497 

admission  by,  of  his  being  one,  by  acting  as  such 695 

admission  by  opponent  of  his  being  one,  by  treating  him  as  such  .      695 
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MEDICAL  MA'H—conHnued. 

is  confession  made  under  inducement  by,  admissible  ?  .    .        .    .  749,  750 

registration  of,  how  proved 1398 

suing  for  drugs  and  attend.,  must  prove  his  regist 192 

how  far  this  proof  is  affected  by  the  new  pleading  rules    .  297,  298 

when  presumed  to  be  physician,  from  acting  as  such 192,  193 

may  be  verbally  engaged  to  attend  servant  of  Ry.  Co 840 

a  surgeon  in  Navy  is  a  seaman  under  the  Will  Act 911 

when  physician  may  sue  for  fees 696 

MEDICAL  REGISTER,  when  admissible 1398 

MEDIUM,  deed  of  gift  to  spiritual,  when  set  aside       172 

MEDIUM  FILUM  AQU^,  when  the  presumed  boundary        141 

MEDIUM  FILUM  VIL^,  when  the  presumed  boundary 142,  143 

MEETING-HOUSE.     (See  Dissenters) 

MEETINGS,  admissibility  of  minutes  of 1516 

of  creditors  pass  resolutions,  in  what  manner 1322 

MEMBER  OF  PARLIAMENT  not  liable  to  arrest,  when, 49 

MEMORANDUM,    when  may  be  used  to  refresh  memory.      (See 

Memory)     ...  1198—1206 

of  contract  excludes  parol  e\idenee ■  373 — 377 

if  incomplete  or  collateral,  it  does  not 377,  378,  965,  966 

when  necessary  by  St.  Frauds.     (See  St.  of  Frauds)  .    .  870 — 899 

by  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act.     (See  Ld.  Tenierden^s 

Act) 871,  921—934 

by  other  Stats.     (See  Writings) 
MEMORIAL.     (See  Enrolment) 

MEMORY,  how  witness  may  refresh 1198—1206 

by  referring  to  written  instruments,  memorandum,  or  entry  in  book    1198 

writing  must  have  been  made  or  recog.  at  or  near  the  time  of  thefact    1199 

when  witness  had  distinct  recollection  of  the  fact   ....    1199 

if  made  subsequently,  at  instance  of  party,  it  cannot  be  used    .    .    1200 

can  witness  refresh,  by  copy  of  document  ? 1200 

such  copy  must  have  been  made  by  witn.,  or  in  his  presence,  or 

recognized  by  him  when  facts  fresh  in  his  memory 1201 

witness  may  refresh,  by  informal  examination  taken  down  by  him      770 

writing  does  not  become  evid.  and  need  not  be  admiss 1203 

unstamped  receipt 1203 

notes  of  speech  need  not  contain  verbatim  account  of  all  that  passed  1203 

if  witness  blind,  papers  may  be  read  to  him       ]  203 

independent  recollection  after  reading  paper,  not  necessary    .    .    .    1203 

adversary  should  have  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  paper  ....    1204 

by  inspect.,  or  examin.  upon  it,  he  will  not  make  it  his  evid.    1205 

unless  he  questions  as  to  independent  entries 1205 

if  paper  shown  to  witness  to  prove  handwriting,  and  not  to  refresh, 

adversary  not  entitled  to  see  it ...      1205,  1206 

so  if  paper  shown  to  witness  to  refresh,  fails  in  doing  so 1206 

Scotch  doctrine  of  refreshing 1205 

experts  may  refresh,  by  referring  to  professional  treaties  .  .  .  .  1214 
foreign  lawyer  to  prove  for,  law  may  refer  to  text-books,  codes,  &c.  1216 
leading  question  allowed,  when  suggestion  necessary  to  refresh  .    .    1197 

how  judge  may  refresh,  as  to  matters  judicially  noticed 27,  2S 

legal,  what  is,  under  "  Prescription  Act "        97,98 

MENACES.     (See  Duress)  former,  admiss.,  as  ev.  of  mal.  on  indict,  for 

murder 327 

MENIAL.     (See  Servant) 
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MERCANT.  CONTRACTS  explained  by  parol.  {See  Parol  Ev. ,  Usage)  985—990 

MERCANTILE  CUSTOMS  judicially  noticed 5 

MERCANTILE  MARINE  ACT,  1856.    (See  Table  Stat.  19  &  20  V.  c.  97) 

how  it  afiects  the  St.  of  Limit .    .      532 

how  it  aifects  Lord  Tenterden's  Act 532,  921 

enables  agentof  party  to  sign  acknowledgment  to  bar  St.  of  Limit>  657,  947 
prevents  paym.  by  one  co-contrac.  from  bar.  St.  of  Limit,  as  to  others  657,  658 
MERCHANDISE  MARK  ACT.     (See  Table  St.,  25  &  26  V.,  c.  88) 

raises  presump.  of  warranty  of  genuineness     ....  ....    1006 

limits  time  for  proceeding  summarily  under  the  Act    .  ...      101 

indemnifies  witnesses,  when    ...  .  1245 

MERCHANT,  entries  by,  in  his  books,  when  evid.  for,  in  America,  France 

Scotland,  and  in  our  courts  '  620 — 624 

effect  of  his  not  objecting  to  account  rendered .  702,  703 

customs  of,  when  judicially  noticed 5 

MERCHANT  SEAMAN.     (See  Seaman) 

MERCH.  SHIPP.  ACTS.     (See  Table  St.,  17  &  18  V.  c.  104,  25  &26  V.  c. 
63,  36  &  37  V.  c.  85,  and  39  &  40  V.  c.  80) 

liability  of  shipowner,  limited  by         226,  227 

summary  proceed,  under,  must  be  brought  within  six  months   .    .      101 

seaman  under,  need  not  give  notice  to  prod,  his  agreemt.  with  master    417 

may  prove  its  contents  by  parol  ...  ....      417 

transfer  of  ship  under,  must  be  by  bill  of  sale  attested  .    .  849,  850,  1365 
agreem.  between  master  and  sea.  under,  must  be  in  writ,  attest.  940,  1365 

cannot  be  signed  by  agent  of  master 946 

effect  of  erasures,  interlineations,  or  alterons.  in  .    .  1546,  1547 

indent,  of  apprentice,  to  sea  service  under,  must  be  attest,  by  Js.  941,  1365 

but  attesting  witnesses  to  these  documentsneed  not  be  called  1365 

witnesses  how  made  to  appear  before  inspectors  under 1124 

registers  of  British  ships  kept  under,  how  inspected 1302 

how  proved 1372 

admissibility  and  effect  of        1512 

depositions  taken  abroad  under,  when  admissible .    ]  331 

documents  issued  by  Board  of  Trade  under,  how  proved  .    .  .    1363 

log-books  kept  by  masters  of  ships  under,  how  proved 1366 

admissibilityandefifectof  1512 
documents  registered  under,  in  Record Offi.of  Seamen, how  inspected  1302 

how  proved  .    1373 
proof  and  effect  of  certificates  issued  by  Board  of  Trade  under   .    .    1390 

of  registration  under 1390 

of  competency  or  service  under  .  .  1390 
lustrum,  nnder,  requiring  attest.,  need  not  be  proved  by  attest,  witn.  1365 
on  trial  of  misdemean.  under,  cost  of  witn.  may  be  allowed  .    1063 

onus  prob.  of  ship  being  seaworthy  on  accused 350,351 

deft.  comp.  witn.  when  indicted  for  sending  unsea  worthy  ship  to  sea  1155 

MERGER,  foreign  judgment  does  not  merge  original  cause  of  action  .    .    1490 

of  estate  by  operation  of  law,  when  not  allowable 865 

MERITS,  judgment  not  on,  inadmissible    .    .  ...  .  .    .    1470 

order  of  removal  quashed  "not  on  merits,"  effect  of  .    .  1471,  1472 

variances  not  material  to  real,  may  be  amended       257,  258 

MESNE  PROFITS.     (See  Recovery  of  Land) 

METER  of  gas  or  water  presumed  to  register  correctly 202,  203 

METROPOLIS  MANGEMENT  ACT,  1885.    (See  Table  St.  18  &  19  V.  c.  120) 
METROPOLIS  VALUATION  ACT.     (See  Table  St.  32  &  33  V.  c.  67) 
METROPOLIS  WATER  ACT,  1871.     (See  Table  St.,  34  &  35  V.  c.  113) 

inspection  and  copies  of  docs,  relating  to  comp. 's  affairs   .    .        .    .    1296 
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METROPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  "WORKS,  contracts  made  by     ...    .  838 

minutes  of  proceedings  of,  how  proved         ' 1363 

right  of  inspection  of  books  of 1286,  1302 

admissibility  and  eflect'of  books  of 1511 

rules  and  by-laws  of,  how  proved       .    .  1413 

notices  from,  how  authenticated 945 

may  be  served  through  post 199 

METROPOLITAN  COMMISS.  OF  SEWERS.    (See  Sewers,  Commissioners) 

METROPOLITAN  POLICE  ACTS,  limitation  of  actionsand  proceed.under  ,     94 

METROPOLITAN  VALUATION  LISTS.     (See  Valuation  Lists) 

METROPOLITAN  WATER  COS.,  proof  of  regulat.  of 1413 

MICHAELMAS  in  lea.se  presumed  to  mean  29th  Sept 991 

evid.  of  custom  to  show  Old  Style  intended,  inadmiss 991 

MIDDLESEX,  registry  of  deeds  in,  how  proved 1366 

pi-oof  of  certificates  of  searches  and  memorials,  given  by  registrar  in  1403 
both  these  certificates  must  be  attested  by  two  witnesses       .  1403,  1565 

MIDWIFE,  entry  of  a  birth  in  book  of,  marked  "pd."  evid.  of  child's  age    594 

MILITIA  ACT,  1882.     (See  Table  St.  45  &  46  V.  c.  49) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under 94 

payment  into  court  under     .  717 

MILL-DAM,  malicious  inj  ury  to,  is  a  local  offence 276 

MINE,  acts  of  ownership  in  one  part  of,  when  evid.  of  title  to  another    .      311 
meaning  of  "cost  book  principle  "  not  judicially  noticed    ...  9 

meaning  of  "level  "  in  mining  centr.  proved  by  usage 988 

what  customs  of  mining  provable  by  hearsay 540,  541 

how  far  declarant  must  have  had  competent  knowledge 540 

rules  established,  in  how  proved     .  ■ 1414 

how  far  prf.  of  fee  simp,  in  land  will  raise  infer,  of  title  to  minerals     150 
when  owner  of  surface  presumed  entitled  to  support  of  minerals    .      144 

to  minerals  themselves  .  150 
co-adventurers  in, presumed  incapable  ofpledging  each  other's  credit  204 
question  whether  an  excavation  is  a  mine,  is  one  of  fact  ...  64 

to  be  determined  by  Secretary  of  State,  when 64 

every  fresh  subsidence  in  worked  out,  grounds  for  Iresh  action   .  Errata 

MINES  REGULATION  ACTS,  1872.   (SeeTreftZe  Si;.35&36  V.cc.76and  77) 

in  criminal  proceedings  under,  who  may  be  vritness 1155 

onus  of  proof 353 

period  of  limitations 101 

notices  under,  to  be  sent  by  post 199 

meaning  of  term  "  mine  "  under,  how  determined 64 

MINISTER.     (See  Parson,  Ambassador) 

MINOR.     (See  Infant) 

MINUTES  of  record,  not  generally  admissible 1334,  1335 

admissible,  if  practice  not  to  draw  up  formal  record 1335 

e.  g.  minutes  of  judgment  on  journals  of  House  of  Lords 1335 

bpok  of  Clerk  of  Peace,  in  which  removal  orders  entered    .    .    1336 
minutes  of  Eccl.  Cts.,Cts.Baron,Sheriff's  Cts.,  Mayor's  Cts.,  &c.  1336 

admissible  under  other  special  circumstances 1336 — 1338 

of  contract,  do  not  exclude  parol  evidence 379 

of  proceedings  of  general  meetings,  admissibility  of 1516 

of  meetings  of  creditors 1323 

MISCONSTRUCTION  by  judge,  redressed  by  court 61 

by  jury,  cannot  be  redressed 61 

MISDEMEANOR,  indict,  for,  when  amendable.     (See  Amendment)    .  256—260 
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MISDEMEANOR— conftnaefZ. 

doctrine  of  election  does  not  apply  to 3I5 

prisoner  charged  with,  entitled  to  copy  of  indictment  .'  .'  .'  .'  1273,  1275 
prisoner  charged  with,  may  be  convicted  of  attempt     ....     272,  273 

proof  of  conviction  for  previous 1384 

committed  in  India,  how  examination  of  witnesses  taken   .    .    .    .      448 

against  slave-trade,  how  exon.  of  witn.  taken 451 

committed  abroad  by  public  officer,  how  exon.  of  witn.  taken   '.    '.      450 
on  indictment  for,  tender  of  expenses  to  witn.  unnecessary     .    .    .    1060 

costs  of  prosecution  for,  when  allowed 1061 1064 

amount  o(  such  costs 10g5 io71 

costs  of  defense,  when  allowed 1074 

costs  of  defense,  when  payable  by  prosecutor 1075 

trial  for,  bar  to  indictment  for  felony  on  same  facts '.    1459 

MISDESCRIPTION  on  record  may  be  amended 246 

MISINTERPRETATION  ofspoken  words  easy 738,739 

MISJOINDER  of  plaintiff  or  defendant  may  be  amended 236,237 

MISNOMER  in  indictment,  when  amendable 259,  260,  285 

when  material,  if  not  amended       .    .    .    282—288 
of  prosecutor    .    .    .    ^       .       .    .  ...      285 

of  animals        282,  283 

of  property  stolen  or  Injured 282 

of  persons  mentioned  in  indictment   ....      285 

of  prisoner    ....  288 

of  legatee,  effect  of  .    .        .    .    .    ., 1032—1035 

evid.  of  testator's  habit  of  misnaming  legatee,  admiss 1029 

when  party  estopped  by  his  conduct  from  relying  on  ...  724,  725 

MISPRISON.      (See  Treason) 
MISREPRESENTATION,   acted  upon,  operates  as  an  estoppel.     (See 

Admissions) .    718—728 

MISSAL,  entry  in,  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree 572 

must  be  made  by  relative 572 

MISTAKE,  in  legal  effect  of  document,  no  defense 103 

effect  of  admissions  made  by 709 

of  judicial  admissions  made  by 717 

witnesses  sworn  by,  not  liable  to  cross-examination 1221 

of  law,  defeats  judgment  of  foreign  court,  when 1478,1479 

•when  its  subjects  judge  to  action,  as  having  acted  without  jurisd.      1427 

correction  of,  ininstrum.,does  not  rendernew  stamp  necessary  1550,  1551 

■   does  not  invalidate  instrument       .    .    ,    1551 

in  will,  when  court  will  presume 1039 

in  proceedings  may  be  amended.     (See  Amendment) 

danger  of,  in  relying  on  oral  admissions  .  738 

on  oral  confessions 739 

action  to  reform  or  rescind  on  account  of,  when  sustainable     .     970j  971 

of  date  in  deed  or  will  may  be  rectified  by  parol  evid 979 

MISTRESS.     (See  CoAaWfaWow)  when  presumed  agent  of  protector   .    .215,721 

how  far  competent  as  witness  for  or  against  him 1161 

witness  may  be  asked  whether  she  is  plaintiii's 1231 

of  prisoner,  holding  out  inducement,  excludes  confession    ....      749 
MITIGATION  OF  DAMAGES,  evid.  of  character  when  admiss.  in.  (See 

diaracier) 334—339 

evidence  in  action  for  libel  in 324 

MIXED  QUESTIONS.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 41 

MOB,  actions  and  expressions  of,  when  evidence  against  party  327,  328  519,  526' 

(4595) 
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MODEL.     (See  Sculpture  Copyright  Acts) 

MODUS,  payment  of,  for  what  period,  bars  rights  to  tithes 95,  96 

when  provable  by  hearsay 541,  1437 

when  not 543 

not  provable  by  hearsay  as  to  particular  facts 546,  547 

whether  provable  against  vicar,  by  receipts  of  lessee  of  vicarial  tithes    684 
MOlSTASTERIES,  what  are  not  proper  repositories  for  books  concerning  .      582 

what  are   ...  582 

lieger-books  and  chartularies  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls       .    1269 

how  inspected 1267 

how  proved 1310 

MONEY,     (See  Coin)  how  described  in  indictment 280 

meaning  of  term  in  will 185 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED, action  for, when  sustainable  againstCorp.     842 

MONEY  LENT,  I  0  U  no  evidence  of  149 

to  wife,  husband  when  considered  not  liable  for 212 

MONEY  PAID  INTO  COURT.     (See  Payment  into  Court) 

MONOMANIAC  may  be  competent  witn .    .    1169 

MONTH,  meaning  of  word  at  common  law  and  in  equity.     (See  Time)  21,  960 

in  Ecoles.  Courts 21 

in  mercantile  transactions  in  the  City  of 

London 21 

in  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes   .        21 

in  statutes  passed  since  1850 21 

in  rules  of  Supreme  Ct 21 

in  judgments  of  orders  of  Supreme  Ct.  .    .        21 

may  be  interpreted  by  evidence  of  usage  .      988 

by  the  context     .    .    .      960 

what  servants  may  be  discharged  on  month's  warning     ....   49,  197 

MONUMENTS.     (See  Inscriptions) 

MORAVIAN,  affirmation  by,  instead  of  oath .    .    1181 

so  of  persons  who  have  belonged  to  the  sect.  .    .  ....    1181 

what  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen 1291, 1292 

MORTGAGE  equitable,  not  within  St.  of  Frauds  889 

effect  of  paying  off 195 

when  reconveyed  by  indorsemt.  of  receipt 865 

of  chattels,  when  valid 837 

how  affected  by  St.  of  Eliz .170—172 

proof  of  judgment  mortgages  in  Ireland .    .    1410 

MORTGAGE  DEBENTURE  ACTS,  1865,  1870.     (See  Table  St.  28  &  29 
V.  c.  78,  and  33  &  34  V.  c.  20,  and  Debentures) 

inspection  of  registers  of  debentures  under 1296 

MORTGAGEE  must  sue  within  what  time  for  mortgage-money    ....      935 

for  land      96 

acknow.  of  mortgagor's  title  by,  must  be  by  writing  sigd.  tobarSt. 

of  Limit 658,  659,  935 

acknowledg.  of  mortgagor's  title  by  one,  not  binding  on  others   658,  659 

not  compellable  to  produce  mortgagor's  title-deeds 419,  790 

or  to  give  parol  evidence  of  their  contents  ....      690 

when  presumed  to  authorize  mortgagor  to  distrain  for  rent     .    .   .      194 

MORTGAGOR  must  within  what  time  sue  to  redeem  a  mortgage    ...        96 

acknowledg.  of  titleof,by  mortgagee,  must  be  by  sign,  writing  658,  659, 935 

by  one  mortgagee,  notbindingon  others  658,  659 

acknow.  by,  of  mortg's.  right  to  mort.  money,  must  be  by  sign. 

writg 935 

(4596) 
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UORTGAGOn—coniinued. 

■when  presumed  authorized  to  distrain  for  rent  in  mortgagee's  name      1 94 

MOETMAIN  ACT,  enrolment  of  indentures  under  necessary        ....      955 

date  and  fact  of  enrolment,  how  proved 1404 

conveyances  under,  must  be  by  attested  deed 949 

must  be  proved  by  attesting  witness    .        .    .    1565 

MOSAIC  COUE,  presumption  of  malice  recognised  in 103 

MOTIVES,  when  collateral  facts  admissible  to  prove  malicious  .  .  321,  322 
of  witness,  questions  respecting,  how  far  relevant  ....  1231 — 1236 
answers  of  witn.  respecting,  how  far  open  to  contradiction    1231 — 1236 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.     (See  Corporations) 

books  of  may  be  inspected,  when 1293 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  ACT,  1882.     (See  Tahle  Si.  45  &  47  V., 
c.  50) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under 94 

of  proceedings  under  part  12  of      ......  .      101 

costs  of  prosecuting  under .    1063 

attend,  of  witn.  before  Court,  how  enforced       1092 

by-laws  made  under,  how  proved 1415 

books  of.     (See  Corporation  Books) 

MUNIC.  ELECT.  (CORRUPT  &  ILLEG.  PRAC.)  ACT,  1884.  (See  TaUe 
St.  47  &  48  v.,  c.  70) 

MUNIMENTS  OF  TITLE.     (See  Title  Deeds) 

MURAL  INSCRIPTIONS.     (See  Inscriptions) 

MURDER,  when  malice  presumed 103,  139 

indictment  for,  need  not  specify  mode  of  killing 281 

means  ftf  death,  if  alleged,  need  not  be  strictly  proved  ....  281 
prisoner  indicted  for,  may  be  convicted  of  manslaughter  .  .  .  270,  273 
mother  indicted  for,  may  be  convicted  of  concealing  infant's  birth  272 
acquittal  for,  bar  to  second  indictment  for  manslaughter  .  .  •  1460 
acquittal  for  manslaughter,  bar  to  second  indictment  for  ....  1460 
acquittal  for  wounding  with  intent,  no  bar  to  indictment  for  .  1457 
acquittal  for,  no  bar  to  indict,  for  giving  poison  with  intent  to  mur.  1457 
on  indictment  for,  former  menaces  evidence  to  prove  malice  .  .  .  327 
depositions  taken  on  charge  of  stabbing,  assaulting,  or  rob- 
bing deceased  admissible 425 

dying  declarations  admissible.  (See  Dying  Declarations)    625 — 632 
if  accompanied  with  robbery,  recent  possession  of  property  stolen 

raises  inferences  of  guilt 162, 163 

married  woman  can  be  convicted  of 209 

what  facts  raised  presumption  of  child  murder  under  old  law   .    .      137 

MUSEUM,  how  far  document  produced  from,  admissible 576 

British,  not  proper  custody  for  an  ol-d  grant  to  a  priory 582 

MUSIC,  if  printed  and  published,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol    .    .  .      380 

MUTABILITY,  presumption  against 214—216 

MUTE.     (See  Deaf  and  Dumh  Witnesses) 

MUTILATED  DOCUMENTS,  when  evid.,  coming  from  proper  custody  156.3 
accidental  mutilation  of  instrument,  when  fatal  .  .  .  .  1554 — 1556 
mutilation  of  instrument  by  stranger,  when  fatal 1554 

MUTINY  ACTS.      (See  Army  Act,  1881) 

MUTUAL  ACCOUNTS,  no  longer  excepted  from  St.  of  Limit  .        ...  92,  93 

MUTUALITY,  when  necessary  in  estoppels 121,  708 

doctrine  of,  rejects  judgm.  inter  partes  as  evid.  for  stranger  121, 1436, 1437 
(4597) 
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NAME,  variance  in,  -when  amendable  in  indictment 257,  258 

of  prosecutor  must  be  proved  as  laid  or  as  amended 285 

so  of  property  stolen  or  damaged '    282 

so  of  animals  mentioned  in  indictment 282,  283 

of  person  must  be  proved  as  laid  or  as  amended 285 

rules  as  to  names  of  persons 285,  286 

e.  g.,  of  person  "  whose  name  is  to  jurors  unknown  " 285 

of  alias  names,  and  Christian  names 285 

of  illegitimate  child 285 

of  peers 285 

of  foreigners  of  rank 285,  286 

of  parent  and  child  of  same  name 286 

of  joint  owners,  trustees,  tenants  in  common,  &c.      .    .  286 

of  prisoner,  not  matter  of  essential  description 288 

identity  of,  raises  inference  that  party  sued  executed  instru.  sued  on  1578 
or  at  least  identity  of  name  and  residence,  cr  name  and  trade,  will  do  1577 
presumption  when  parent  and  child  bear  the  same   ...  .    .      213 

when  party  estopped  by  his  conduct  from  relying  on  misnomer  724,  725 

when  confession  implicates  other  persons  by  name        747 

of  client  may  be  proved  by  his  solicitor 805 

of  legatee,  effect  of  mistaking 1032 — 1035 

does  law  attach  greater  weight  to,  than  to  description  of  legatee?  1032 
testator's  habit  of  misnaming  persons  provable  by  parol  .  .  .  ■  .  1029 
of  each  contracting  party  must  be  in  memdum.  to  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds    875 

NARRATIVES  of  past  events  inadmissible  as  hearsay 524,  527 

NATIONS,  law  of,  judicially  noticed 4 

NATURAL  CONSEQUENCES  of  act,  party  presumed  to  intend  .        103—106 
NATURAL  JUSTICE,  foreign  judgments  repugnant  to,  inadmissible  1478, 1479 

must  be  recognised  by  committees  of  clubs .    1479 

NATURALISATION  ACT,  1870.     (See  Table  St.  33  &34  V.,  c.  14) 

regulations  made  under,  how  proved 1305 

declarations  and  certificates  of  naturalisatn.  how  proved    ....    1391 

registers  of  naturalisatn.  how  proved 1372 

NATURALNESS  of  witness,  test  of  truth 75 

NAUTICAL  ASSESSORS,  in  trial  before,  experts  inadmis 1215 

NAVAL  DISCIPLINE  ACT.     (See  Tahle  St.  29  &  30  V.,  c.  109) 

rule  as  to  cumulative  allegations  recognised  in 273 

vrithin  what  time  offenders  under,  must  be  indicted 100 

enforces  attend,  of  witnesses,  how _.    .    .    .    1099 

in  court  martial  for  loss  of  ship,  capt.  and  crewcomp.  witn.,  when    1155 
NAVAL  STORES,  possession  of,  raises  presumption  of  guilt,  when    .  349,  350 

NAVIGATION.     (See  Ship)  rules  oi",  judicially  noticed 7 

other  rules  for  preventing  collisions,  how  proved 7,  1373 

presumptions  respecting,  recognised  in  maritime  law  .    .    .        224 — 226 

experts  may  give  opinion  respecting  unskilful       1213 

exceptions  to  this  last  rule  1213 

NAVY  OFFICE,  various  documents  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls    .    1269 

admissibility  and  effect  of  books  of 1510 

NECESSARIES  supplied  to  infant,  what  are 60 

question  how  far  for  judge,  how  far  for  jury 59,  60 

infant  cannot  bind  himself  by  contract  except  for 128 

written  acknowledg.  by  infant  of  debt  due  for,  bars  St.  of  Lim.   .      924 

presumption  of  wife's  agency  in  ordering 210,  211 

NECESSITY,  ground  for  admitting  hearsay 537 

testimony  of  wife  ag.  husb.  who  has  injured  her 1165 — 1167 

(4598) 
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NEGATIVE.     (See  Onus  Probandi) 341 

NEGLIGENCE,  how  far  question  for  judge,  how  far  for  jury  .  52,  53 

when  presumed  in  carrier  or  in  keeper ...  205,  206 

when  presumed  from  mere  happening  of  accident     ,  .    .      207 

in  action  for,  what  iuterrogs.  may  be  asked 482 

admisssiou  by  one  defendant,  no  evidence  against  others  661 
judgment  against  master,  no  .evidence  as  against  servant  of  his  .  1462 
of  fellow-serv.,  does  not  render  master  liable  for  injury  to  dom.  serv.  1006 
when  averment  of,  requires  no  proof     ...  .  262 

NEGLIGENT  DRIVING,  in  action  for,  recovery  of  damages  for  injury 
to  plff.'s  carriage,  no  bar  to  second  action  for  compensation  for 

psnal.  injuries  ...        .  ....  .    1449 

NEGOTIABLE  SECURITY.     {See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

when  scrip  will  be  judicially  noticed,  as  6,  7 

NEGOTIATION.     (See  Compromise) 

NEIGHBOURS,  declarations  of,  inadmissible  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .      560 
presump.  respecting  boundaries,  as  between     .  ...  141 — 146 

NEMO  ALLEGANS  SUAM  TURPITUDINEM  EST  AUDIENDUS, 

maxim  not  recognised  in  English  Courts  .    .  .    .        .  .    .    1142 

NEMO  TENETUR  PRODERE  SEIPSUM,  a  maxim  often  carried  too  far  1244 
maxim  not  strictly  recognised  in  bankrupt  law  .        .  .    .   774,  1248 

witness  not  compellable  to  criminate  himself 1242—1249 

is  he  bound  to  answer  questions  degrading  him  ?  .    .  1249 — 1251 
must  answer  questions  subjecting  him  to  civil  suit  1252 

NEPHEW,  meaning  of  the  word  in  a  will .    .      962 

NEUTRALITY  of  ships,  presumptions  against  .  ....  130 

from  carrying  enemy's  despatches 130 

from  spoliation  of  papers  on  capture    .     130,  137,  138 

breach  of,  when  presumed .  .  350 

NEW  ASSIGNMENT  abolished  by  new  pleading  rules  .    .      292 

amendment  substituted  for 292 

NEW  RULES  OF  PLEADING.     (See  Pleadings,  Issue,  General  Issue) 

objects  of .    .       .    .  .290 

NEWSPAPER,  advertisements  in,  when  evidence  of  notice 1420 

inference  must  be  raised  aliunde,  that  party  has  read  advertisement  1420 

how  this  may  be  done  .    .  1421 

proprietor  of,how  far  criminally  responsible  for  actsof  servant  136, 137, 779 
may  pay  money  into  court  as  amends  in  libel,  when  716 

must  be  registered .  .    .    1302 

register  of,  may  be  inspected ....    1302 

copies  of  entries  in  register,  proof  and  admissibility  of  1372 
paragraphs  in,  cannot  be  primarily  proved  by  parol         .  .  380 

distinct  paragraphs  in,  inadmissible  when    ~  .    .    .  649 

libels  in,  discovery  as  to   .  .  ....  .    .    1246 

NEWSPAPER  LIBEL  &   REGISTRATION  ACT,  1881.     (See  Tab.  St. 

44  &  45  V.  0.  60) 

costs  of  witness,  when  allowed  in  prosecutions  under  .        1075 

NEW  TRIAL,  when  granted  for  improper  admiss.  or  reject,  of  evid.  1591 — 1594 

cannot  be  granted  for  ruling  of  judge  respect,  stamps  .        .      371 

admiss.  on  former  trial  may  be  used  on,  when    .  .    .  .      672 

NEW  WILL  ACT.     (See  Wills,  and  Table  5f<.  7  W.  4  &  1  V.,  c.  26) 
NEW  YORK  CIVIL  CODE,  presumption  as  to  continuance  of  life  .    .  218,  219 
as  to  survivorship  when  parties  die  in  same  calam.  220,  221 
estoppels  abolished  by       .    .    .  .    .  112 

30   LAVS'  OF  EVID. — V.  IV.  (4599) 
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NEW  YORK  CIVIL  CODE— coraWnMed. 

confession  made  to  priest  inadmiss.  -without  consent  of  party  cod- 

^  789 


information  acquired  by  medical  men,  when  inadmiss.  in  ci«ril  suit  787 
as  to  interpret,  of  instrum.  partly  -written,  partly  printed  .  .  961 
as  to  how  far  a  wife  is  a  comp.  witn.  for  or  agst.  husband  .    1162 

as  to  refreshing  memory  of  witness  by  writings  ...  .        1198 

as  to  contradicting  and  discrediting  own  witness  1278 

as- to  pro-ying  own  witness  has  made  inconsistent  statements  ■  •  •  1218 
as  to  compelling  witn.  to  answer  respecting  his  previous  convict.  .  1229 
as  to  protecting  witness  from  self-crimination        .  .  .    1242 

as  to  comparison  of  handwriting 1584. 

NEW  YORK  CEIM.  CODE,  transact,  before  grand  jury,  how  far  held  secret    812 
NEXT  FRIEND.     (See  Procliein  Amy) 

NEXT  OF  KIN,  decision  as  to,  in  suit  for  admon.  ,bind.  in  suit  for  distribu.  1403 

NICKNAME,  evid.  of  legatee  being  called  by,  admissi.  to  explain  will  1029 

NISI  PRIUS  RECORD,  with  postea  indorsed,  not  evid.  of  judgment  .    .    1335 

exceptions  to  the  rule  .  ....  .  .        .  1337,  1338 

NOBLEMAN,  how  to  be  described  in  indictment  ...  ...      285 

NOISOME  BUSINESS,  by-law  regulating,  how  proved  .        .        .  1413 

NOLLE  PROSEQUI  makes  co-deft,  in  crim.  trial  compet.  witn.,  when  1152 
NOMEN  GENERALISSIMUM,  what  is,  in  an  indictment  .         282,  283 

NOMINAL  DAMAGES,  in  case  of,  rule  as  to  right  to  begin  358 

NOMINAL  PARTIES.     (See  PaHies)  .  ....  .  .654 

NON-ACCESS,  strict  proof  of,  to  rebut  presumption  of  legitimacy   .  129 

husband  and  -wife  incompetent  to  prove 817 

NON-COMPOS.     (See  Insanity,  Lunacy,  Lunatic) 

NON-JOINDER  of  plaintiffs  may  be  amended 236,  237 

also  of  defendants  ...  ...         236,  237 

NON-PAROCHIAL  REGISTERS,  not  evid.,  unless  depos.  with  Reg. -Gen.  1355 

many  deposited  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen .  1291 

of  what  births,  baptisms,  marriages,  deaths,  &  burials  they  consist  1291 
list  of  these  registers,  where  deposited,  and  what  they  contain  1292 

inspection  of  lists  and  registers,  how  obtained   .    .        .  .    .    1292 

in  civil  cases  proved  by  certified  copies,  under  rules  as  to  notice,  &c.  1368 

in  criminal  cases  originals  must  be  produced .  1363,  1368 

NON-PRODUCTION  of  evidence,  presumption  from 137,  138 

NON-RESIDENCE,  burthen  of  proof  in  proceedings  against  clergyman  for    355 
NONSUIT  in  Cty.  Cts.  has  same  effect  as  judgm.  for  deft,  on  the  merits  1455 

formerly  so  in  High  Court    .    .  .    .  1470 

now  no  bar  to  future  action 1470 

NOTARY,  certificate  of,  cannot  prove  execution  of  deed  in  a  colony    .    .        11 

public  seal  of,  whether  judicially  noticed 11 

notarial  instruments,  how  proved 392 

affidavits  sworn  before,  how  proved 17,  IS,  1333 

NOTE.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

Judge's  notes.     (See  Judge) 

note  or  memorandum.     (See  Memorandum,  Memory,  St.  of  Frauds) 

bought  and  sold.     (See  Bought  atd  Sold  Notes) 

NOT  GUILTY  BY  STATUTE.     (See  General  Issue) 299—303 

NOTICE.     (See  Judicial  Notice)      3—28 

of  dishonour.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 
to  produce.     (See  Notice  to  Produce) 

(4600) 
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NOTICE— conimttprf. 

of  action,  to  parties  acting  in  pursuance  of  Statute 299 

necessity  for,  question  for  judge .        54 

to  produce  notice  of  action,  unnecessary  .        .        .      414 

to  admit.     (See  Notice  to  Admit) 635 — 634 

of  bankruptcy  in  the  Gazette,  admissibility  and  effect  of  .  .  .  .  1420 
of  intention  to  use  certified  extract  of  non-parochial  register    1368,  1369 

to  prove  devise  by  probate .    .    1499 

form  and  effect  of  such  notice,  and  on  whom  served     ...        .*  .    1499 

to  quit  domestic  service,  is  a  month's  warning    .  49,  195 

to  quit  a  yearly  tenancy  is  a  year,  except  where  arrangement  made      49 
legal  effect  of     ...    .  ....  .  699 

what  amounts  to  waiver  of,  by  landlord    .    .  699 

to  waiver  of  objection  to,  by  tenant 701 

legal  effect  of  waiver  of .    .  699 

to  produce  notice  to  quit,  unnecessary .        ...      414 

service  of,  on  tenant's  servant,  sufficient 202 

service  of,  proved  by  indorsem.  on  copy  in  writing  of  deceased  solicit.     613 

receiving  without  objection,  how  far  an  admission 701 

advertisements  in  Gazette  and  newspapers,  when  evid.  of  .    1420 — 1422 

may  be  sent  by  post,  when 198 — 209,  942 

of  objection  to  voter,  under  Election  Act,  how  signed 942 

duplicate'of  such  notice,  stamped  at  Post-office,  how  signed  .  .  943 
of  appeal  from  decision  of  Revising  Barrister,  how  signed  ....  943 
of  appeal  to  quarter  sessions,  how  signed,  and  what  it  mustcontain  943 
of  chargeability  under  Poor-Law  Acts,  how  signed  and  served  .  .  943 
of  appeal  under  Poor-Law  Acts,  how  signed  &  served,&  contents  of  943,  944 
given  by  Metropolitan  Board  of  "Works,  how  authenticated        .    .      945 

how  served 199 

verbal,  may  be  proved,  tho.  also  written,  unless  writing  necessary  384, 385 
.  of  proceedings,  how  far  necessaryto  validity  of  foreign  judgm.  1478,1480 

NOTICETO  ADMIT,' rules  of  Court  as  to      .    635—639 

either  party  may  give  notice  of  intent,  to  give  in  evid.  any  docum.  635,  641 

form  of  notice  to  admit  documents 636,  637 

either  party  may  give  notice  to  admit  facts  9  days  before  trial  637 

such  admiss.  only  available  on  the  parlar  trial 637 

form  of  such  notice 638 

form  of  admission  of  facts  under  notice 638 

admiss.  ef  docs,  or  facts,  how  proved         639 

party  refusing  to  admit  after  such  notice  to  pay  costs  of  proof    .  635,  637 

unless  judge  certifies  that  refusal  was  reasonable 635,  637 

party  giving  unnecessary  notice  to  admit  docs,  to  pay  costs  .  639 

no  costs  allowed  for  proving  documents  unless  notice  given    .        .      635 

except  when  omission  saves  expense .    .        .      635 

notice  to  admit  docs,  must  be  given  a  reasonable  time  before  trial  639 
effect  of  refusal,  without  objecting  to  sufficiency  of  .    .  639 

effect  of  admission  under,  "saving  just  exceptions" 639 

waives  objection  on  ground  of  interlineation 639,  640,  1546 

dispenses  with  attendance  of  attesting  witness   .  ...   640,1568 

effect  of  variance  in  description  of  document   ....  ...      640 

costsofproof  not  allowed  if  witness  examined  to  other  facts  .  .  640 
does  not  admit  authority  by  which  document  had  been  written  640 

proof  of  inspection  unnecessary,  opportunity  of  inspecting  suff.  641 

how  far  necessary  to  identify  docum 641 

party  admitting  may  rely  on  valid  objection  to  admiss.  of  docum.     641 

e.g.  that  it  is  merely  secondary  evidence  .  .  641 

party  that  may  be  required  to  admit  foreign  document  .    .        .    .  642 

ancient  public  docs,  to  be  proved  by  experts,  not  within  rules  .    .      642 
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JSfOTICE  TO  ADMlT—continued. 

affidavit  filed  in  Chancery,  not  within  rules •      642 

costs  of  explain.  &  produc.  such  docs,  allowed  tho.  no  notice  to  admit     642 

caution  required  in  admitting  under  notice 642 

may  be  entrapped  into  making  too  large  admission 642 

jules  as  to,  in  Probate  Division 635 

in  Court  for  Divorce  and  Mat.  Causes  ,        .  •      635 

on  Revenue  side  of  Queen's  Bench  Div.  .    .  635 

'  in  County  Courts 643 

under  Public  Worship  Reg.  Act,  1874 635 

NOTICE  TO  PRODUCE,  when  necessary,  to  let  in  secondary  evid.  406 — 408, 1545 
if  documents  be  in  possession  of  adversary  .  .  .      406 

evidence  of  this,  what  sufficient         406,  407 

instrument  in  hands  of  privy  of  adversary   ., 407 

notice  must  be  in  writing .  408 

and  so  far  as  civil  proceedings  are  concerned,  in  a  spec,  form  .  408 

form  of  notice  in  civil  proceedings  .    .  ...        .  408 

on  whom  it  may  be  served  .    .      408 

what  it  should  contain  .  ...  408 — 410 

time  and  place  oi  service  .        .  ...    410 — 413 

proof  of  service    ...  .  .    .  .413 

applies  to  new  trials  .    .  ...  .    .  .    .      413 

when  not  necessary: — 

1.  in  case  of  duplicate  originals  or  counterparts  ...'....        .      413 

2.  in  case  of  a  notice 413 — 415 

3.  where  defendant  must  know  he  will  be  charged  with  possession 

and  called  upon  to  produce  instrument    ...        .  379,  380. 415 

e.g.  in  trover  far  written  documents .  379,  415 

on  indictment  for  stealing  documents 379,  415 

4.  where  adversary  has  got  possession  by  force  or  fraud  416 

5.  in  favor  of  merchant-seamen 417 

6.  where  adversary  or  his  solicitor  has  admitted  loss  of  instrument    417 

7.  where  adversary  or  his  solicitor  has  instrument  in  court  .  .  417 
costs  of,  where  comprising  unnecessary  documents  .  .  .  .  418 
can  solicitor  be  ordered  to  search  papers  in  court  ?  ...  417, 418 
party  served  with,  not  bound  to  produce  document  required '.  .  .  1545 
what  is  the  proper  time  for  calling  for  production  of  docum.  under  1545 
production  of  papers  under,  does  not  make  them  evidence  .        .        1545 

unless  party  calling  for  them  inspect  them  .    .    .  1545 

party  refusing  to  produce  docum.  under,  cannot  put  it  in  as  his  evid.  1546 
refusal  to  produce  after,  raises  presumption  that   docum.    was 

.               stamped 138 

raises  no  other  legal  presumption  against  party      .  138 

but  may  prejudice  jury  against  him  .        .  138 

renders  it  unnecessary  to  call  attesting  witness  .  1568 

NOTORIETY.     (See  Hearsay,  Bepuiation)  evid.  of,  when  admiss         .    .  514 

NOVELTY  of  a  design  for  a  manufacture,  question  for  jury    .                   .  58 

NUISANCE,  existence  of,  question  for  jury ,58 

committed  by  servant,  when  master  criminally  answerable  for  .  136 
NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE,  admiss.  by  wife  of  former  marr.  will  not 

suffice .        _  675 

when  presumption  of  impotence  arises .  213 

*   sentence  of,  will  bastardize  child  en  Dcni)-!/ sffl  m^re    .        .            .    .  1432 
NULLUM  TEMPUS  OCCURRIT  REGI,  when  max.defeated  by  presum.153— 155 

NUL  TIEL  RECORD,  on  plea-bf,  how  record  of  some  court  proved  .    .  1311 

of  different  court  proved  .  1312 

on  trial  of  issue  of,  what  amendm.  are  allowable 248 

(4602) 


INDEX.  1731 

PAGE 

NUMBER,  allegation  of,  need  not  be  proved.     (See  Variance)    .    .  278 

of  legatees,  effect  of  mistake  in .  .    .    1039 

NUMBER  OF  WITNESSES,  when  more  than  one  necessary        .    .      819—833 

to  establish  treason.     {See  Treason) .819 — 823 

when  treason  consists  of  personal  injury  to  Sovereign  ...  .  823,  823 
in  treason,  two  must  see  copy  of  indict.,  &c.,  delivered  .        1168 

time  for  objecting  to  non-compliance  with  this  regulation       .    .    .    1168 

to  prove  perjury.     (See  Perjury) 823 — 827 

in  case  of  breach  of  prom,  of  marr .  ^28,  1149 

in  cases  of  bastardy 827 

what  has  been  said  in  Chancery  Division  on  this  subject  .    .  .      828 

to  establish  verbal  prom,  of  a  deceased  person       .        .        ,  828 

in  Ecclesiastical  Courts ...        .  .        ...      829 

con'oboration  of  accomplices  .  .  830 — 833 

of  informers 832,  833 

of  attesting  witnesses  to  verify  particular  docums.     (See  Attest 


NUNCUPATIVE  "WILLS  excluded  from  Will  Act 900,  911 

OATH  should  be  administered  reverently 1179 

testimony  must  in  general  be  given  upon 1172 

exception  as  to  certain  aborigines  in  the  British  colonies     .        .    .    1172 

when  affirmation  or  declaration  substituted  for 1181,  1182 

in  cases  of  official,  extra-judicial,  or  voluntary  oaths 1181 

persons  insensible  to  obligation  of,  may  make  solemn  promise  1175,  1176 

this  rule  of  questionable  policy *.....    1176 

rule  requiring,  extends  to  jurors,  judges,  peers,  &  Sovereign  1173 — 1175 

what  courts  and  persona  competent  to  administer 1178,1179 

forms  of  administering .    1179 

witness  may  be  sworn  in  form  he  deems  binding 1179,  1180 

depositions  to  be  admissible  must  have  been  taken  upon  .  .  423,  424 
form  of  Commissioner's,  on  commiss.  to  examine  witnesses  .  .  456 
form  of  witnesses',  on  same  commission  .    .  ...  ...      456 

form  of  interpreter's,  on  same  commission .        .        457 

form  of  clerk's,  on  same  commission  ....  457 

exon.  of  prisoners,  purporting  to  have  been  taken  upon,  inadmiss. 

770 — 773 
this  rule  of  questionable  policy  ...  .    .  .        ....      771 

confessions  made  on,  when  admissible 774 — 776 

House  of  Commons  and  its  Committees  can  administer   .    .    .  1095 

answer  by  peer  to  bill  in  Equity,  need  not  have  been  put  in  upon     1174 
admissions  on.  not  conclusive     .        .  .    .  .  .  734,  735 

but  nearly  so    ...    .        •        ...  735 

OBJECTION  to  evidence,  when  and  how  taken  .    ■    ■    ■    •  •    •    ■    1592 

to  competency  of  witness,  time  and  mode  of  taking  .  1183 — 1185 

to  any  matter,  how  far  waived  by  acquiescence    .  700 — 706 

OBLIGEE.     (See  Bond) 

OBLIGOR.     (See  Bond) 

OBLITERATION  of  will,  effect  of,  under  Will  Act     .        .    .        .  180,  181,  918 

OBSTRUCTIONS,  on  a  view  by  jury,  may  be  ordered  to  be  removed    .        504 

OCCUPATION.     (See  Occupier,  Use  and  Occupation) 

OCCUPIER,  declara.  by,  against  proprietory  interest.     (See  Interest)     600—603 
of  premises,  prima  facie  owner  ....  147,  148,  601 

OCULAR  INSPECTION.     (See  Inspection  by  Jury) 497 

OFFENCES.     (See  Grimes,  Felony,' Misdemeanor)  what  are  local  .    .    .  276,  277 
punishment  for,  when  barred  by  St.  of  Limit 98—101 

OFFICE,  acting  in,  when  admission  of  appointment 693 — 696 
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OFFICE— continued. 

appointment  to,  when  presumed  from  acting 187 

presumption  arising  from  course  of  business  in 194 

entries  and  declons.  in  course  of,  when  evid.     (See  Course  of  Office 

or  Business)     .  612 — 624 

actions  to  perpetuate  testimony  respecting  claims  to 489,  490 

effect  of  recognition  of  official  character  of  others   ...        .      693 — 696 
OFFICE  300KS.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 
OFFICE  COPY.     (See  Copy) 
OFFICER,  when  instrument  of  appointment  of,  need  not  he  produced  421 

signature  of,  need  not  be  proved,  when 13 

committing  offence  abroad,  how  exam,  of  witnesses  taken  ....      450 
OFFICIAL  ACTS,  when  privileged.     (See  Privileged  Communi.)  .    .      809—816 

presumption  of  due  execution  of 16i* — 168 

OFFICIAL  CHARACTER  of  persons  sign.  docs,  need  not  be  proved,  when      13 

must  be  proved,   when  .      616 
OFFICIAL  DOCUMENTS.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 
OFFICIAL  RECEIVER  IN  BKPTCY.,   appnt.  of,   must  be  judicially 

noticed      .    1321 

certificate  of,  as  to  acceptance  of  composition  by  cred.,  concl.  evid.  1321 

appointment  of  deputy,  must  be  judicially  noticed 1321 

devolution  of  estate  vested  in,,  on  death,  resignation,  &c.,  of     .    .      866 
may  administer  oaths  for  certain  purposes  .        .    .        .    1179 

OLD  STYLE,  evid.  of  custom  inadmissible  to  show  feasts  in  lease  refer  to    991 
OLD  WRITINGS.     (See  Ancient  Writings) 

OLERON,  laws  of,  as  to  dereliction  .       .   -. 225 

OMISSION  in  record,  how  far  amendable.     (See  Amendment) 

to  plead  or  traverse,  when  conclu.  as  an  admiss.     (See  Admissions)     711 

in  will,  cannot  be  suppl  ied  by  parol  evidence 984 

OMNIA  RITE  ESSE  ACTA,  presump.  as  to.     (See  Presumptions)  163—169,  1344 

ONUS  PROBANDI  devolves  on  the  affirmant  233,  341 

reasons  for,  and  tests  of  rule 341 

substance  and  not  form  of  issue  looked  at     .  341 

examples  of  rule 341,  342 

1st  exception — when  disputable  presump.  in  favour  of  affirmative  343 — 347 
when  presumption   of  innocence   throws  on  prosecutor  or 
plaintiff  proof  of  negative  matter     .        .  ...  134,  347 

unless  burthen  of  proof  shifted  by  statute 347 

instances  of  statutable  shifting  of  proof 349 — 353 

2nd  exception — when  facts  peculiarly  within  knowledge  of  party     353 

right  to  begin,  importance  of  rules  respecting 355 

1st  rule — party  on  whom  onus  probandi  lies,  must  begin  ....  356 
1st  except. — when  deft,  admits  whole  pr.  facie  case  of  pltff.  356,  357 
2nd  except. — pltff.  seeking  substan.  unliquidat.  dam.  must 

begin 357 

to  what  cases  this  exception  does  not  apply  358,  359 
2nd  rule — when  any  one  of  several  issues  lies  on  plaintiff,  he  must 

begin,  if  he  will  undertake  to  give  evidence  upon  it    359 

practice  as  to  calling  evidence  in  reply 360 

when  ct.  will  review  decis.  of  judge  respect,  right  to  begin     362 
when  plaintiff  or  prosecutor  entitled  to  reply    .  .      363 

when  Att.-Gen.  entitled  to  reply ,364 

OPERA,  primary  proof  of  publieatioii  of,  is  production  of  printed  music    380 
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OPERATION  OP  LAW,  surren.  of  lease  by,  what.     {SeeSt.  of  Frauds)  858—864 

when  presumed 159 

assigu.by,in  case  ofheiratlaw,a(i.,ex.de  son  tort,  and marr.  worn.  865,  866 
in  cases  of  hankrupijs,  debtors,  and  convicts  .  8o6,  867 

merger  by,  when  not  allowable  865 

OPINION,  once  entertained,  presumed  to  continue  .        .  .        ,    .      215 

witness  cannot  speak  to,  in  general  .    .  1206,  1257 

when  witness  may  testify  as  to  his 1207 — 1209,1583 

when  experts  may  testify  as  to  their.  (See  Experts)  .  .  1209 — 1217,  1257 
witness  testifying  as  to  his,  may  be  guilty  of  perjury  .  .  .  827,  1208 
of  counsel  privileged  from  disclosure     .  ....  783 

of  foreign  counsel,  also  privileged  .       .  .  792 

OPTIMUS  INTEEPKES  EERUM  TJSUS,  application  of  maxim    .  1026 

ORAL  admissions,  to  be  received  with  great  caution    ...  ...  232,  738 

confessions  also ...        .      739 

statements  of  deceased  relatives  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree      570 

against  pecuniary  interest,  whether  admissible  ....      589 

in  course  of  office  or  business  whether  admissible  .    .  620 

contract  cannot  waive  in  part  or  vary  statutory  written  contract         974 

may  perhaps  wholly  waive  such  contract  before  breach  974 

testimony.     (See  Parol  Evidence,  and  Vivd  voce) 

of  witness  on  former  trial,  how  provable       .  491 

ORDEE  OF  PROOF.     (See  Onus  Prohandi) 

ORDEE,  what,  may  be  made  on  an  admission  in  pleadings        ....  713,  714 
ORDERS.     (See  Bules,  Standing  Orders)  issued  by  Crown,  Privy  Council, 

or  any  principal  department  of  governm.,  how  proved  1305 — 1308 

jurisdiction  must  appear  on  face  of  .  .  .  .    .  166,  167 

of  removal.     (See  BemovaJ) 

of  discharge  of  bankrupt,  how  proved,  and  effect  of  .  .  .  .  1321,1492 
respecting  other  matters  in  bankruptcy  ....  1320,  1321,  1491 — 1493 
of  all  competent  tribunals,  evid.  in  nature  of  reputation  .  551 — 554 

e.  g.  of  Commiss.  of  Sewers  as  to  repair  of  sea-walls  .  553 

interlocutory,  inadmissible .  .      553 

in  Council,  when  private,  not  judicially  noticed 25 

how  proved ...      1305,  1419,  1420 

when  conclusive  evid.  .  1420,  1505 

of  judges.     (See  Judge) 
of  justices.     (See  Justices) 

of  old  Court  of  Chancery,  how  proved   ....  .1311,1315 

of  inferior  courts.     (See  Inferior  Courts) 
under  Contag.  Diseases  Animals  Act,  effect  of     .    .  .  .        1513 

ORDERING  WITNESSES  OUT  OF  COURT,     {^ee  Witnesses)    .    .  Ilfl2— 1195 
ORDNANCE  SURVEY,  in  Ireland,  inadmissible  as  a  public  document  .    1505 
ORDNANCE  STOEES,party  charged  with  possess. of , must  provehis  autho.     350 
ORIGINALS.     (See  Counterpart,  Duplicate  originals) 
CETHOGEAPHYoftwo  writings  maybe  compared    ...  ...    1586 

OUSTEEjjudg.of,  in  quo  warranto,  agst.  incumbent,  conclusive  upon  those 

claiming  title  of  office  under  him 1442 

OUTGOING  TENANT.     (See  Tenant) 

OUTLAWEY,  judgments  of,  are  judgments  in  rem 1431 

in  civil  proceedings  now  abolised  .    ,  1431 

OUTSTANDING  SATISFIED  TEEMS,  when  presumed  to  be  surrend.  158,  159 

determination  of,  by  8  &  9  V.  c.  112 158 
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OVERSEER,  appointment  of,  presumed  from  acting 188 

notices  by,  of  chargb.  &  appl.  under  poor-law, ho w  signed  and  served  943, 944 
relief  given  by,  how  far  evidence  of  settlement  .    .  .        .      697,  698 

OVERT  ACT.     (See  IVea^on) 

OVERTURES  OF  PACIFICATION.     (See  Compromise) 

OWNER  of  land,  decl.of,agst.propriety.inter.,whenadmis.agst.  privies  600 — 603 

conveyance  of  legal  estates  to,  when  presumed 156 — 160 

not  interfering  while  stranger  sells  property,  bound  by  sale  .    .  724 

of  ship.     (See  Ship) 

OWNERSHIP,  presumptions  as  to.     (See  Presumption  Boundaries)       141 — 157 
actsof,in  one  part  of  waste, mine, or  river,  evid. of  title  to  another    309 — 311 

hearsay  evidence  of  reputed,  admissible .      514 

not  necessary  to  allege,  in  certain  indictments 287,  288 

OXFORD  UNIVERSITY,  court  of,  governed  by  common  and  statute  law      27 

OYSTERS,  in  indictment  for  stealing,  how  bed  may  be  described    .    .    .      277 

London  customs  respecting,  provable  by  hearsay 542 

oyster  beds  in  Ir.,  licences  to  form,  how  proved 1379 

admiss.  and  effect  of  .        .    ,        1513 

PALACES,  privileges  of  Royal,  judic.  noticed    .    .  .  4 

PALACE  COURT,  records  of,  where  deposited 1269 

PAPERS.  (See  Private  Writings,  Public  Becords  and  Documents,  Writings, 
Ancient  Writings,  Spoliation) 

PARAGRAPHS,  reading  of  some,  does  not  let  in  others  in  same  newspapers     649 

PARAMOUNT.     (See  Title) 

PARAMOUR,  admissib.  of  letters  to,  in  suits  for  divorce    .  .  673,  074 

competent  witnesses  in  Divorce  Division ...    1150 

not  bound  to  answer  questions  respecting  adultery  .    .        .    1150 

wife  of  supposed,  competent  witness  on  like  terms  .    .  1150 

PARDON,  how  proved  ...  .    .  1304 

renders  it  compulsory  on  witn.  to  answer  criminating  questions   .    1248 
promise  of,  when  it  excludes  confession 758 — 761 

PARENTS  may  give  evidence,  how  far,  to  bastardise  their  issue  .    .    .  817,  818 

presumption  respecting  parent  and  child,  when  name  the  same  .    .      213 

against  deed  of  gift  from  child  to  .        ...  172,  173 

not  bound  to  pay  debts  of  child,  even  for  necessaries 213 

deed  by,  appointing  guardian  of  children,  must  be  attested    .  949,  1565 

PARIS,  marriage  registers  kept  by  British  ambassador  at,  inadmissible  .    1356 

PARISH,  inspection  of  books  of,  by  parishioners  or  strangers  .  .    .    .    1285 

of  registers  of     ....  1290 

registers  are  official  documents  1357 


provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies  ... 
what  is  the  proper  place  of  custody  of  . 

boundaries  of,  not  judicially  noticed  .  " .  

provable  by  reputation 

by  verdicts  and  judgments  inter  alios 

modus  provable  by  reputation         

must  be  alleged  and  proved  on  indictments  for  what  offences 
inhabitants  of     (See  Inhabiinnis) 

officers,  appointment  of,  presumed  from  acting 

PARK,  stealing  or  destroying  trees  in,  to  value  of  £1  . 
PARLIAMENT.     (See  Rouse  of  Lords,  Souse  of  Commons) 

privileges  of,  judicially  noticed 

presumption  in  favour  of  proceedings  ot 

members  of,  not  liable  to  arrest,  when .  49 
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PARLIAMENT— confanMcei. 

either  House  of,  presumed  to  act  within  its  jurisdiction      .        .  107 

rolls  of,  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls  ...  ....    1269 

journals  of,  how  proved .  .  14, 25,  1309 

admissibility  and  effect  of  ...    .  .    1417 

statements  made  in,  not  to  be  disclosed 814 

admissibility  and  effect  of  Queen's  speech  in  opening  .        .  1417 

of  addresses  in  either  House  of 1417 

proof  and  effect  of  certificates  of  papers  being  published  by  order  of  1392 
of  certificates  of  costs  of  private  bills    .        .  1391,  1392 
time  and  place  of  sitting  of,  judicially  noticed  .        .  25 

PARLI AMEN.  ELECTIONS  ACT,  1868.    (See  Table  St. ,  31  &  32  V. ,  c.  125) 
PARLIAMEN.  &  MUNIC.  REGST.  ACT,  1878.     (See  Table  St.,  41  & 

42  v.,  c.  26) 
PARLIAMENTARY  WITN.  OATHS  ACT.  (See  Table  St., 34 &  35  Y.,c.  83)  1095 
'  PAROL  EVIDENCE,  not  prim.  evid.  to  prove  contents  of  docs.     (See 

BestEv.)        368—376 

when admiss.  though  written  evid.  on  same  point.  (See Best  Evid.)3'77 — 386 

inadmissible  to  vary  writings; — 963 — 985 

especially  where  by  Stat,  transactions  must  be  evidenced  by  writg.  877, 964 
rule  extends  to  records,  deeds,  wills  and  instruments  required 
by  Stat,  or  common  law  to  be  in  writing,   as  evidence  of  con- 
tracts       .    .        .    .      965 

does  not  apply  to. receipts  or  loose  memoranda 965 

forgery,  fraud,  illegality,  or  want  of  execution,  provable  by  parol  967,  968 

so  duress,  or  want  or  failure  of  consideration 968,  969 

ev.  of  oral  agreemt. ,  constituting  a  condition  upon  wh.  the  per- 
form, of  written  agreemt,  depends,  may  be  given 966 

admitted  to  prove  that  will  was  not  executed  the  day  it  bore  date  979 
to  show  amount  of  seaworthiness  implied  in  marine  insur.  997 
on  equitable  grounds  to  reform  or  rescind  vreitings  .  .  970 
to  show  written  agreement  waived  or  discharge,  when  972 — 974 

if  agreement  be  by  deed,  inadmissible .      -.      972 

in  case  of  statutory  written  agreement,  how  far  .        .  974 

of  written  agreements  at  common  law    .  .    .  973 

of  wills 976 

distinction  between  revoca.  of  will,  and  ademption  of  legacy      976 

proof  of  collateral  parol  agreement  admissible .  977 

contemporaneous  writings,  admissible  when 977 

strangers  may  disprove  written  statements  by  parol 978 

when  admissible  to  contradict  recitals  of  formal  matter  in  deeds  .      979 
to  contradict  recited  date  of  instrument  ....      979 

illustrations  of  rule  rejecting,  to  vary  writings  ....  979 — 985 

cannot  contradict  or  vary  examinations  of  prisoners  .        .    .  768 

how  far  admissible  to  add  to  examination  of  prisoners     .  769 

admissible  to  explain  writings: —    ...  .  ...  .    .  985 

1st.  where  writing  unintelligible  or  susceptible  of  two  meanings  .      985 

foreign  language,  short  hand,  cypher,  illegible  writing   .        .      986 
provincial,  local,  technical,  or  obsolete  language   .    .  .    .      986 

evidence  of  usage;  when  admiss.  to  explain  language  in  writing 

986—990 
not  admiss.  to  contradict  or  vary  what  is  plain       990 — 992 

admissible  to  annex  incidents 993 

e.g.,  days  of  grace  allowed  on  bills 993 

holidays,  allowed  in  contracts  for  hiring  and  service     994 
title  to  heriot,  though  not  expressed  in  lease  .        .      994 

title  of  lessee  to  an  away-going  crop 995 
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rule  annexing  incidents  applies  to  all  contracts  respecting 

transactions  where  known  usages  prevail    .    .  ....      996 

-       ■  .        .  996—1010 

.    .'  1010 

698,  1010 

1011 


examples.     (See  Annexing  Incidents) 

the  usage  must  not  be  repugnant  to  contract  . 

doctrine  of  expressnm  facit  cessare  tacitum    . 

the  usage  need  not  be  immemorial  or  uniform 

meaning  of ' '  custom  of  the  country  "with  ref.  to  husbandry   .    1 01 1 

where  trade  established  for  a  year  or  two    .    .  1011 

party  against  whom  usage  adduced  may  prove: — 

1.  its  non-existence 1011 

2.  its  illegality  or  unreasonableness 1011 

3.  that  it  formed  no  part  of  agreement 1011 

evidence  on  these  points  may  be  given  by  way  of  anticipation  1012 

explaining  documents  by  usage,  dangerous 1012 — 1014 

whether  conversation  admissible  to  explain  ambiguous  contract  1015 

2nd.  where  necessary  to  identify  persons  or  things  mentioned  in  writings  1015" 
circumstances  surrounding  author  of  instrument  admissible  .    1015 

illustration 1016—1021 

grounds  for  quashing  order  of  removal 1021 

intention  must  ultimately  be  determined  by  language  of  in- 
strument    1021 

question,  not  whatparty  intended,  but  what  his  words  express  .    1021 
declarations  of  intention,  generally  inadmissible       ....  1022 

except  1.  when  description  alike  applicable  to  two  subjects   .    1026 

2.  to  rebut  or  fortify  an  equity.     (See  Bebuit.  an  Equity) 

1042—1045 

3.  where  doc.  impeached  on  ground  of  fraud  or  forgery  967 
when  receivable,  it  matters  not  when  or  how  made  .  .  1028 
ancient  documents,  explained  by  acts  of  author  1024 

collateral  statement  made  by  author  somtimes  admissible  .        1029 

e.g.,  writer's  habit  of  misnaming  persons   .    .  •     1029 

distinction  between  latent  and  patent  ambiguities    ...        .    1030 

declarations  of  intention  cannot  explain  patent  ambigiiities  .    1030, 

1031 
not  always  admissible  to  explain  latent  ambigs.     1030, 

1031 

1.  where,  from  extrinsic  evidence,  it  appears  that  persons 

or  things  are  not  described  with  legal  certainty  .        .    .    1032 

2.  where  part  of  descrip.  suits  one  clmnt.  and  part  another 

1032—1035 

3.  where  one  person  or  thing  not  accurately  specified  .  .  .  1035 
doctrine  of  falsa  demonstratio  non  nocet  .  .  .  1035 — 1038 
description  by  way  of  exception  or  limitation,  material  .  .  .  1040 
summary  of  rules  as  to  parol  evidence  to  explain  writings  .  1041 
when  admiss.  to  rebut  an  Equity.      (See  Rebutting  an  Equity) 

1042—1044 

PARSON,  communications  to,  not  privileged 754,  787,  789 

should  be,  when 788 

confessions  induced  by  spiritual  exhortation  of,  admissible   .  754 

how  dealt  with  under  Church  Discipline  Act  .        .       '.  1097 

pre.sumption  against  deed  of  gift  to ,      172 

entries  in  books  of  deceased,  when  admissible  for  successor       .  603,  604 
admissions  by,  when  receivable  against  successor  .  .        .  683 

admission  of  being,  from  acting  as  such 694 

presumption  of  being,  from  acting  as  such 191 

returns  made  by,  to  governors  of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty,  admissible  1506 
suits  against,  when  and  how  affected  by  St.  of  Limit  .    .        .        .100 

burthen  of  proof  in  suits  against,  for  non-residence 355 
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deed  of  relinquishment  by.  must,  be  enrolled  ...  .      956 

how  proved        14.0 

PART-ACCEPTANCE  takes  case  out  of  St.  of  Frauds 871 

meaning  of.     (See  Si.  of  Frauds)        .        .  .  ...  895 — 900 

PART-OWNER,  admission  by,  effect  of 660 

PART-PAYMENT  takes  debt  out  of  St.  of  Limit.,  when.   (See  Limiiaiions, 

Ld.  Tenierden'sAct)    .  ....  921,  928—931 

by  one  co-contraotor  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit,  as  to  others    .    .  657,  658 

paym.  of  div.  under  Bankruptcy  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit.       .  928 

PART-PERFORMANCE  takes  case  out  of  4th  sect,  of  St.  of  Frauds,  when    894 

PARTICULARITY,  effect  of  averment  stated  with  needless  ....    266—268 

PARTICULARS  of  complaint  made  in  case  of  outrage,  inadmissible   .  517,  518 

of  facts  cannot  be  proved  by  hearsay  in  matters  of  public  interest        546 

PARTIES  to  record  may  testify.     (See  Cmnpeienci/) 1145 

though  they  have  addressed  the  jury  as  advocates  1183 

on  whose  behalf  action  brought  or  defended,  may  testify.     (See 

Compcy) 1145 

husbands  or  wives  of,  may  testify.     (See  Competency)    ....  1147,  1148 

may  be  examined  by  opponents  prior  to  trial.     (See  Inierrog.)    471 — 488 

provisions  on  this  subject  of  Com.  Law  Proc.  Act,  1854    .    ,    .      471 

under  rules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883   .    471—486 

not  entitled  to  allowances  as  ordinary  witnesses     .  1058 

may  be  allowed  special  costs'  for  detention,  when   .    .    .  1057,  1058 

how  far  allowed  to  defeat  judgments,  by  proving  fraud   .    .      1464,  1465 

may  be  ordered  out  of  Court,  if  witnesses 1193 

effect  of  persons  being  made,  without  their  knowledge  or  consent  .    1439 

identity  of,  how  established 1575 — 1578 

char,  of  pers.  suing  or  sued  as  exor.  or  trustee,  adm.,  unless  spec. 

denied 297 

judgments  inter  partes,  conclusive  for  or  against,  when  .         1437 — 1443 

estoppels  by,  binding  on  privies '  .    .    .    .  113 

admissions  by,  when  conclusive.     (See  Admissions) 

evidence  against  privies.     (See  Primes)     .    .    .    681 — 686 

admissions  by  nominal,  effect  of,  against  real  parties 654 

how  to  deal  with  defence  setting  up  release  by  nominal  plaintiff  .  654 
when  privileged  from  arrest.     (See  Arrest)  .    .    .  .    1126 — 1136 

cannot  attack  character  of  own  witnesses  .    .    .  .        .  1218 

may  contradict  them,  when.     .(See  Witnesses) 1218 

may  prove  that  they  have  made  inconsistent  statements,  when  .        1218 
PARTITIONS,  under  8  &  9  V.  c.  106,  must  be  by  deed  .    .  .    .  851 

PARTNERS,  presumption  of  continuance  of  partnership   ....  214 

presumption  where  partnership  continued  after  expir.  of  term  .  .  215 
fact  of  partnership  provable  by  acts  of,  without  producing  deed  377,  .378 
sharing  in  profits  of  a  busns.  does  not  per  se  constitute  a  partnsp.      203 

but  it  is  strong  evidence  of  it ,  203 

dissolution  of,  how  far  provable  by  notice  in  Gazette  or  newspaper  1421 
inference  must  be  raised  aliunde  that  party  had  read  the  notice   .    1421 

bow  this  may  be  done 1421 

presumed  to  be  interested  in  equal  proportions 203 

presumed  authority  of,  to  accept  bills,  &c .    .  204 

to  pledge  each  other's  credit     .  .      204 

how  far  they  can  bind  each  other  by  guarantees 204,  205 

or  by  submission  to  arbitration        205 
books  kept  by,  when  evid.  for  party  who  wrote  them  .      704 

admissions  by  one,  when  binding  on  firm .      655 — 664 
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admission  by  one,  not  admissible  to  prove  partnership  itself  .    .  662,  663 
acts  and  delarations  of  one,  when  admissible  against  others  .    .  530,  531 
how  far  admissible  after  dissolution  .      531 
part-pay.  by  one  does  not  take  debt  out  ot  St.  Limit,  as  to  others 

532,  6fi7,  658 

nor  does  written  acknowledgment  by  one 532,  656,  657 

how  far,  if  acknowledgment  in  name  of  firm 532 

how  judgment  entered  and  costs  given  in  these  cases 657 

what  remedy  against  admission  by  one  in  fraud  of  others  ....      660 
how  far  party  estopped  from  denying  partnership,  by  allowing  his 

name  to  be  used  by  firm 719,  721 

how  described  in  indictment 286 

meaning  of  "  cost-book  "  among,  not  judicially  noticed  ...  9 

PAETNEESHIP,     (See  Partners) 
PAETY.     (See  Parties) 

PARTY-WALL,  presumption  as  to  property  in 144 

PASS-BOOK,  entries  in,  not  conclusive  against  bankers 736 

PASSENGEES'  ACT,  in  proceedings  under,  ship  presuihed  within  Stat.  351 

PATENT  AMBIGUITIES,  what  are 1030 

declarations  of  intention,  inadmissible  to  explain 1030,  1031 

PATENT,  how  proved.     (See  Letters  Patent)       .   .  1371 

judge  will  interpret  specification  of 61 

infringement  of,  question  for  jury,  when 58 

rule  regulating  evidence  on  action  for  infringement  of 303 

proof  and  effect  of  judge's  certifi.  that  valid,  of,  came  in  question  1392 

inutility  of,  presumed  from  non-user      .               160' 

license  cannot  dispute  validity  of ....  727 

in  contract  for  sale  of,  what  warranty  not  implied  .           ,   .    .    .    .  1006 
PATENTS,  DES.,  &  TEADE  MAEKS  ACT,  1883.     (See  Tab.  St.  46  & 
47  V.  c.  57) 

seal  of  patent  office,  judicially  noticed .  12 

patents  for  inventions,  how  proved .    .  1371 

specifications,  disclaimers,  &c.,  how  proved                   .               .    .  1371 

copies  of  patents,  &c.,  sent  to  Scot,  and Irel.    .                               .    .  1371 

certified  copies  of  those  copies  admiss.  .                               ...  1371 

registers  of  patent  office,  contents  of .    .  1509 

may  be  inspected  and  copies  furnished  .               ....  1298 

how  proved 1298,  1371 

admiss.  and  effect  of .    .  1509 

include  registers  kept  under  repd.  Acts            1509 

certific.  of  Judge,  admiss.  and  effect  of    .    .           1392 

certific.  of  comptroller,  admiss.  and  effect  of 1392 

certific.  of  registration  of  designs  to  be  granted  by  comptroller  .    .  1392 
in  action  for  infringing  patent,  inspection,  when  granted    .        .  503,504 
particulars  of  infringement  and  objection  to  validity  must  be  de- 
livered     303 

evidence  confined  to  such  particulars 303,  304 

costs  in  these  cases 304 

notices  under  Act,  how  served 199 

PATERNITY,   where  disputed,  ev.  of  resemblance  between  child  and 

alleged  father  admitted,  when    ....       • 320 

PAUPER.     (See  Settlement  of  Paupers,  Removal) 

notice  of  chargeability  of,  how  signed  and  served 942 — 944 

proof  and  admissibility  of  certificate  of  chargeability  of  13^2 

deposition  of,  as  to  settlement  inadmissible 508 
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relief  given  to,  when  evidence  of  settlement 697,698 

examin.  by  Js.  as  to  settlm.  of,  need  not  have  separate  caption  to 

each '  .  ' 768 

no  order  for  removal  of,  ,can  be  made  on  uncorroborated  evid.  of  .      828 
though  party. sues  in  forma  pauperis,  his  v^fitness  not  bound  to 

obey  subpoena  unless  expenses  tendered  1053 

PAWNBROKERS'  ACT,  1872.     (See  Table  St.  35  &  36  V.,  c.  93.) 

presumption  as  to  holders  of  pawn  tickets 147,  148 

vfhen  persons  charged  under,  must  prove  lawful  excuse  for  their 

condt 352 

how  special  contracts  may  be  made  under 941 

pawnbroker,  when  crim.  responsible  for  act  or  omission  of  servant    136 

PAWNEE  has  implied  power  to  sell  pledge,  when 1039 

PAYEE.     (See  Mil  of  Exchange,  Specialties) 

PAYMENT,  when  presumed  from  bill  of  exchange  being  in  hands  of 

drawee 196 

from  promissory  note  being  in  hands  of  maker     196 
from  receipt  for  posterior  claim  .  196 

when  striking  bal.  on  set-ofif  is  equivalent  to 930 

of  interest  or  part  payment  of  capital,  takes  debt  out  of  St.  of 

Limit.,  when.     (See  Limitations,  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act)  .    :        928 — 932 
by  one  co-contractor,  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit,  as  to  others   .      657,  658 
may  be  proved  by  parol,  though  receipt  taken        .        .    .        .     384,  385 

receipt  only  prim&  facie  evidence  of  .        ...  ....     736,  965 

indorsement  of,  on  deed,  not  an  estoppel     .  118 

aliter,  if  stated  in  operative  part  of  deed 1 1 H 

indorsm.  of,  by  payee,  on  bill  or  note,  does  not  bar  St.  of  Limit.  .      606 

on  bond  or  specialty  does,  when  .    .         606,  607 

whether  necessary  to  prove  aliunde  the  date  of  indorsement  .    608— -611 

of  rent,  not  conclusive  admission  of  landlord's  title  .  120 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT  may  be  made  in  all  cases  .    .  .        ...      717 

but  must  always  be  pleaded 717 

except  in  actions  "  -linst  Justices       .         302,  717 
may  be  pleaded  to  whole  or  part  of  plain.. ff's  claim         .  .      717 

how  pleaded  by  way  of  amends  in  case  of  libel 716 

when  actions  brought  against  parties  for  acts  done  in 
execution  of  office,  or  in  pursuance  of  Stat.  716,  717 

admits  plaintiff's  claim  to  character  in  which  he  sues  .  .  696 

does  not  necessarily  admit  cause  of  action 717 

may  now  be  accompanied  by  defence  denying  right  of  action  .     716,  717 

not  so  in  actions  for  libel  or  slander  .  716,  717 

rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  relating  to 716 

admits  deed  in  action  of  covenant,  though  execution  denied       .    .    1570 

PEACE,  offers  made  to  purchase,  inadmissible  ....  678,  688 — 690 

should  not  operate  as  admission  of  cause  of  action     .    .  .     688,  689 

caution  respecting  such  offers 690,  691 

PEACE  OFFICER.     (See  ConstaUe,  Police) 

PEACE  PRESERVATION  IREL.  ACTS.  (See  Talle  St.  19  &  20  V.  c. 
36,  Ir.,  28  &  29  V.  c.  118,  Ir.,  and  38  V.  c.  14,  Ir.),  proclamat., 
notices,  etc.,  pnder,  proved  by  Gazette  .    1419 

PECUNIARY  INTEREST.     (See  Interest)  ....  .    589—600 

PEDIGREE,  why  hearsay  admissible  in  questions  of 560 

declaration  must  proceed  from  relations  by  blood  or  marriage  560 

whether  declarations  of  bastard  admissible  .  .        .  .  561 

declarations  Of  husband  after  wife's  death       ....  .  563 
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hearsay  upon  hearsay,  admissible,  if  all  declarations  from  relatives    563 

general  repute  in  family  admissible 563 

relationship  of  declarant  must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  564 

degree  of  relationship  need  not  be  proved  ....  564 

declarant  must  be  dead  or  incapable  of  being  examined  .        .  565 

if  so,  his  declarations  admiss.   though  living  witnesses  might  be 

called 565 

relationship  and  death  of  declarant,  questions  for  judge 36 

declarations  must  be  made  ante  litem  motam.     (See  Lis  Mota)  554 — 559 

what  are  matters  of  pedigree: —     ....  .      565 — 570 

questions  of  descent  and  relationship        ....  .  565 

fact  and  time  of  births,  marriages,  and  deaths    .  .  .    .  565 

evidence  must  be  required  for  some  genealogical  purpose    ....      568 

e.g.  to  support  defence  of  infancy,  letters  by  deceased  father 

of  defendant  stating  time  of  son's  birth,  inadmissible       .    .      568 

hearsay  of  what  facts  admissible  .  ...  566 

inadmissible  .  ...  567 

hearsay  evidence  of  locality  .  .    .  .    .      569 

■      forms  in  which  hearsay  admissible: —     ...  .  570 — 579 

oral  declarations  of  deceased  relatives 570 

family  conduct,  as  recognition  of  legitimacy,  or  illegitimacy  .      571 

notice  or  non-notiee,  or  descriptions,  in  will  .        .    .         571,  572 

entries  in  Bible,  &c.       .    .  ...        .  572 

correspondence  of  relatives,  recitals  in  family'settlement  or  deeds    573 
inscrips.  on  tombstones,  family  portraits,  engravs.  on  rings,  charts 

of  pedigree  ...  .  .    .      574 

mural  monuments  provable  by  copy  .    .  .  404,  575 

document  must  be  recognised  by  family  .        .  574,  575 

its  publicity  presumption  of  recognition 576 

pedigree  compiled  from  regist.   not  shown  to  be  lost,  how  far 

evid .        .  ...      576—578 

armorial  bearings  admissible .  578 

experts  from  Heralds'  College  should  explain  them 579 

recitals  of  relationship  in  private  Acts,  cogent  evidence  of  .  1417 

inquisitions  occasionally  of  value  as  evidence  in  cases  of  1503 

PEDOMETER  presumed  to  work  accurately  .        .  202 

PEER,  sitting  in  judgment,  may  give  verdict  on  honour 1172 

might  have  answered  bill  in  Chancery  upon  protestation  of  honour  1174 

cannot  be  examined  in  any  court,  except  upon  oath 1174 

whether  viv^  voce,  or  \>y  interrogatories,  or  by  affidavit  1174 
if  he  refuse  to  be  sworn,  he  will  be  guilty  of  contempt     .    .  1174 
though  witness  in  trial  before  parliament  he  may  take  part  in  ver- 
dict                       ...               .    1173 

as  much  a  juror  as.  a  judge  in  such  trials .        1173 

how  to  be  described  in  indictment 285 

when  claimant  of  future  tit.  as,  may  bring  action  to  perpetuate  tes- 
timony    489 

PEERAGE,  presumption  with  respect  to  limitation  of  a         .    .        .    .  229 

PEERAGES,  inadmissible 1518 

PELL  RECORDS,  in  cutody  of  Master  of  Rolls.     (See  Master  of  the  Rolls)  1269 

PENAL  ACTION,  within  what  time  it  must  be  brought 97,  98 

PENALTIES,  within  what  time  actions  for,  must  be  brought  ....''  97,  98 
difference  between  liquidated  damages  and,  question  for  judge  .  62 
questions  exposing  witness  to,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer    ....    1242 

extent  of  this  protection.     (See  Witnesses) 1242 — 1249 

documents  exposing  witness  to,  he  is  not  bound  to  produce        .  419 
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PENDENCY  of  action,  when  pleadable  by  one  joint  debtor 1444 

of  proceed,  inerrororappeal.doesnotprev.  judgm.  from  being  a  bar  1472 

PEEAMBULATION  evidence  of  boundaries,  when 547 

statements  by  perambulators  when  admssible 547 

PEEJUEY,  number  of  witnesses  to  prove 823 — 826 

one  witness,  and  confirmatory  circumstances 823 

how,  when  several  assignments  of,  in  same  indictment 824 

whether  prisoner  can  be  convicted  of,  bn  circumstances  alone   .  824,  825 
where  prisoner  has  made  two  opposite  statements  on  oath     .    .  825 — 827 

what  collateral  facts  may  be  proved  by  one  witness 827 

witness  speaking  to  belief,  may  be  guilty  of    .........  827,  1208 

committed  before  grand  j  ury,  ho w  to  be  dealt  with 812 

on  indict,  for,  in  affid.,  depos.  or  answer,  the  orig.  doc.  must  be 

proved 1311 

in  a  criminal  trial,  how  record  of  trial  proved    .    .    1383 

in  a  trial,  record  evidence  that  trial  was  had  .    .    .    1423 

what  sufficient  proof  of  prisoner  having  been  sworn     163 

will  convictbeiallowedcopyofdeposi.,  for  purp.  of  assigning?  1274,  1312 

dying  declarations  inadmissible  as  to .      626 

amendments,  when  allowable  in  indictments  for 259,  260 

materiality  of  matter  sworn  to,  question  for  judge 58 

court  may  award  costs  to  witn.  on  trial  of,  or  of  subornation  of  .    1063 

PEEMISSIVE  OCCUPATION,  questions  respecting,  for  jury 58 

PEEPETTJATING  TESTIMONY,  mode  of 489—491 

Ord.  xxxvii.,  E.  35,  and  21  &  22  V.,  c.  93  .  .  489,  490 

how  depositions  taken 490 

when  admissible 490,  491 

PEESONS  LAWFULLY  AUTHOEISED.     (See  Agent) 

PEESONAL  SERVICES,  contracts  for • 1008 

PEESONALTY,  what  is,  though  annexed  to  land 892—894 

presumption  as  to  ownership  of,  from  possession 147 

original  will  no  evidence  of  title  to 1353 

exception  to  this  rule .  1352,  1353 

PEESONATION  ACT.     (See  Table  St.  37  &  38  V.,  c.  36) 

offence  against,  cannot  be  tried  at  Quarter  Sessions 1466 

PETITIONING-  CEEDITOE,  when  estopped  ftom  disputing  bankruptcy  693 
PETTY  BAG  OFFICE  is  still  in  existence,  though  power  to  abolish  it  .    1316 

records  in,  provable  by  office  copies  ....  1315,  1516 

what  records  are  deposited  in 1316 

proof  and  effect  of  certificates  of  documents  being  enrolled  in  .    .    1404 
PETTY  LAECENY.     (See  Larceny) 
PETTY  SESSIONS.     (See  Justices) 

PEVEEIL,  records  of  abolished  Court  of,  where  deposited     ...  .    1269 

PEW,  entries  in  vestry-books,  when  evidence  to  support  title  to  ...  .  1511 
PHAEMACEUTICAL  CHEMISTS,  registration  of,  how  proved  .  .  .  1398 
PHAEMACY  ACTS.     (See  Table  St.,  15  &  16  Y.,  c.  56,  &31  &32  V.,  c.  121) 

PHOTOGEAPH  evidence  to  establish  identity  .    .        .  1384 

PHYSICIANS.     (See  Medical  Man)  inspection  of  books  of  College  of  .    .    1286 

may  sue  for  fees,  when         .  695,  696 

PICTURES  of  ancestors  admiss.  in  cases  of  pedigree       574 

PILOT,  presumption  against  owners  of  ship,  though  pilot  on  board    .  226,  237 
fault  or  incapacity  of,  how  far  exempts  owner  from  liabil.  .    .    .  226,  227 

PLACAEDS,  how  contents  of,  provable  387 
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PLACE,  allegations  of,  unnecessary  in  body  of  indictment       .  275,  276 

sufficient  to  state  venue  in  margin     ...  .        .    .  275 

exception  in  indictment  for  local  offences     .  .  275 

what  are  local  offences 276 

allegations  of,  in  civil  actions,  immaterial  .  275 

of  deposit.     (See  Custody) 398—402,  581—584 

of  birth,  or  death,  may  be  proved  by  reg.  under  Regis.  Act,  when  1508 
when  and  how  far  prov.  by  tradit.  of  relations  569,  570 

PLAINTIFF,  competent  witness  for  himself.     (See  Competency)  .        1145 

compellable  to  testify  for  opponent.     (See  Competency)      1145 

may  be  examined  by  def.  prior  to  trial.  {See Parties,  Interrog.)  472—488 
cannot  split  his  demand 1455 

PLAY.     (See  Dramatic  Piece) 

PLEADINGS.     (See  Issue,  General,  Issue,  Amendment) 

now  regulated  by  the  Eules  of  Sup.  Ct.,  1883  .        .  290 

what  they  consist  of 290 

general  issue  is  practically  abolished 293 

except  in  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  defence    .    .    .      293 
and  except  "not  guilty  by  statute. '•'...  299 — 303 

rules  of  .    .        .  .        .  291—298 

are  intended  to  prevent  either  party  being  taken  by  surprise  .  .  290 
allegations  not  denied  taken  to  be  admitted.  (See  Admissions)  291,  712 
allegations  not  denied  deemed  to  have  been  denied,  when  .    .        .      715 

new  assignments  abolished .      292 

effect  of  joinder  of  issue .  ....  292,  293 

may  be  amended .  238 — 240,  292,  295 

must  not  be  evasive .   295,  296 

effect  only  of  documents  need  bestated  in 1519 

Illegality  or  insuflfi.  in  law  of  any  contracts  must  be  pleaded  specially  297 

doubtful  effect  of  this  last  rule 297,  298 

representat.  charac,  when  disputed,  must  be  denied  specifically  .      297 

ought  want  of  jurisdiction  to  be  pleaded  ? .  298,  299 

of  one  co-defendant  no  evidence  for  or  against  the  others        .  663 

not  now  signed  by  counsel 645 

except  where  settled  by  him  or  spec,  pleader  .      645 

record  can  be  amended  by  adding  a  plea  at  trial 252 

admissions  in,  when  and  how  far  conclu.   (See  Admissions)  710 — 715,  1494 

how  proved .        .    1347 

'  estoppels  generally  not  binding  unless  pleaded  .    .  .    .  114,115 

what  statements  in,  will  be  struck  out  .    .        .       '  .      237 

PLEADING  GUILTY.     (See  Chtilty  and  Confessions) 

PLEADING  OVER,  effect  of,  as  an  admission.     (See  Admissions)        .    .      690 

PLEDGE,  witness  not  bound  to  produce  documents  which  he  holds  as  a    419 
when  pawnee  has  implied  power  to  sell  a   .    .  .    .        .  1010 

PLUNKET,  Ld.,  his  observations  on  St.  of  Limit  .  ....  102 

POACHING,  within  what  time  prosecution  must  be  commenced  .  99 

proof  of  place  must  correspond  with  allegation  .        .  .      276 

what  sufficient  allegation  of  locality    ....  276   277 

POLICE.     (See  Constable) 

appointment  of,  presumed  from  acting ...  188 

credibility  of  testimony  of 78  79   88   89 

confessions  made  under  inducement  by,  inadmissible  .  .  .  '.  749 
duty  of,  with  respect  to  taking  confession  of  prisoner..  .  .739,750  758 
what  costs  allowed  to,  as  witnesses  in  crim.  trial 1066—1069 

POLICIES  OF  MARINE  INSURANCE  ACTS,  1868.     .      (See  Taile  St 

31  &  32  v.,  c.  86)  its  provisions •  .       '       851 
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POLICY,  Jiublic,  excludes  what  evid.    (See  Privileged  Communications)  781—800 

of  insurance.     (See  Insurance) 
POLYGAMY,     (See  Bigamy) 
POOE-LA"W,  orders   made  by  late  Board  touching   settlem.,    &c.,  of 

paupers  effect  of igoo 

seal  of  late  Board,  judicially  noticed 11 

of  Irish  Commiss.  judicially  noticed 11 

orders  of  late  Irish  Commiss.,  how  made 946 

attend,  of  witn.  before  Irish  Commiss.,  how  enforced 1122 

Act,  when  it  allows  inspection  of  documents  .  1300 

valuation  in  Ireland,  public  documents 1358 

how  proved 1365 

effect  of,  in  evidence 1510 

POOE-EATE  BOOKS,  how  probably  proved 381,1366 

may  be  inspected,  when ...   1294,  1301 

furnish  what  proof 168 

POPULATION  EETUENS  in  custody  of  Master  of  Eolls 1266 

how  proved 1310 

POET-DUTIES  presumed  legal  from  long  enjoyment 153, 154 

POETEAITS,  family,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree 574 

POSSESSION,  presumption  of  ownership  from 147—151,  601 

what  constitutes  letting  into   ; ■ 126 

what  constitutes  recent 161 

declaration  by  person  in,  against  his  own  interest,  admissible  600 — 603 
presump.  of  guilt  from  recent  possession  of  stolen  property  83,  84 161-^163 
of  guilt  from  poss.  of  coing.tools,  bk-note  paper,  &c  .  .  349 
of  fraud,  from  vender  of  chattels  remaining  in  ....  171 
of  forged  notes  or  bad  money,  admissible  on  charge  of  uttering  325,  326 
of  bill  of  exchange  by  drawee,  presumption  of  paymentfrom  .  .'  .  196 
of  agent,  when  possess,  of  principal,  so  as  to  necess.  notice  to  produce    398 

ancient.     (See  Ancient  Possession) 580 — 587 

POST,  letters  sent  by  presumed  to  reach  destination  in  due  course  .    .    .      197 
when  this  presumption  is  conclusive  by  statute  or  rules  of  Ct.        .      198 

what  citations  in  Scotl.  may  be  served  through  the 198 

what  notices  and  orders  may  be  sent  by 190 — 200,  942 — 945 

can  depositions  under  commission  be  sent  by  ? 1342 

POSTING  of  letters,  when  presumed  from  ordinary  practice 200 

POSTMAN,  admission  of  being,  from  acting  as  such 694 

POST-MAEK   evidence  of  letter  being  in  the  post  at  time  and  place 

specified .  ' 197 

how  proved 1210 

POST-MASTEE  GEN.,  orders,  regulat.  and  instrum.  issued  by,  how 

proved 1308 

POST-OFFICE,  appointment  of  person  employed  in,  presumed  from  acting    189 

boolis  of,  admissible  as  public  documents     , 1359 

provable  by  examined  or  certified  copies 1365 

when  letters  presumed  to  have  been  put  in    .    .  ....  197,  202 

Treasury  warrants  relating  to,  how  proved 1305 

POST  OFF.  (PROTECTION)  ACT,  1884.     (See  Tal)le  St. ,  47  &  48  T. ,  c.  76) 

POST-DATED  CHEQUE  may  now  be  given  in  evidence 729 

POSTEA,  indorsed  on  Nisi  Prius  record,  cannot,  in  general,  prove  verdict  1335 

evidence  of  fact  of  trial 1338 

e.  g.  to  let  in  testimony  of  witness  since  deceased     1338 
perhaps  to  support  indict,  against  witn.  for  perjury  1338 
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POST  LITEM  MOTAM.     (See  Us  Mota) 554—559 

POST-MORTEM  INQUISITION,  fee  to  medical  man  for  making  exam.     1102 

mode  of  proving  return  ts  inquisition 1343 

how  far  evidence  against  stranger .    1429 

POSTPONEMENT  OF  TKIAL  from  temporary  insanity  or  illnessofwitn.  431, 

432 

of  attesting  -witness 1567 

in  consequence  of  amendment 258,  259 

POTATOES  not  with.  §  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds  .    .  893 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY,  when  agent  must  be  appointed  by   .        .  845 

mode  and  effect  of  granting,  by  Joint-Stock  Co.  to  execute  deeds        848 
PRACTICE,  as  to  postponement  of  trial.     (See  Postponement  of  Trial) 

as  to  amendments.     (See  Amendment) 235 — 260 

as  to  admitting  accomplices,  and  requiring  confirmation  .    .    .    830 — 833 

as  to  order  of  proof,  &  right  to  begin  &  reply.  (See  Onus  Probandi) 

as  to  calling  for  production  of  documents  at  trial  .    .  •  .  .    1544 

of  conveyances,  judic.  noticed .    .  5 

of  superior  courts  of  law,  judicially  noticed   .  - 25,  26 

of  other  courts  not .  26 

PRAYER-BOOK,  entry  in,  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree 572 

must  be  shown  to  have  been  made  by  relative .      572 

PREAMBLES  of  statutes,  admissibility  and  effect  of 1460 

PREFERENCE,  when  presumed  fraudulent  in  bkptcy-.  law  .    .    .  ^  .    .  106,  107 

PREGNANCY,  jury  of  matrons,  where  prisoner  pleads 497 

medical  man  may  assist  such  jury .      497 

presumption  as  to  age  for     .   , • 129 

of  witness  may  be  ground  for  admitting  deposition,  when  .    .    .  435 
PREJUDICE,  offers  made  without,  inadmissible  .                   .    .    67&,  688—690 
statements  in  pleading  tending  to  cause,  may  be  struck  out       .    .      237 
PRELIMINARY  INQUIRIES  ACT,  how  witnesses  under,  made  to  at- 
tend before  inspectors .    .    1124 

PREROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.   (See  Ecclesiastical  Courts) 

PREROGATIVES  OF  CROWN  judicially  noticed 4 

PRESCRIPTION.     (See  Oastom) 

private  prescriptive  rights,  whether  provable  by  reputation    .    .    .      544 
Act,  within  what  time  title  to  incorporeal  rights  must  be  claimed 

under .  97, 98 

taking  case  out  of,  by  consent  or  agreem.  by  deed  or  writing      938 

right  to  passage  of  air  for  windmill  not  within 97 

claim  of  a  free  fishery  within  the  waters  of  another,  not  within      97 
PRESENCE,  meaning  of,  in  Will  Act,  as  to  attestation  .    .  .    .    900—904 

PRESENTATION  of  a  living,  right  to,  not  provable  by  hearaay      ...      543 

register  of,  who  entitled  to  inspect   .  1286 

PRESENTMENT  of  cheque,  bill,  or  note  payable  on  demand,  time  allwd. 

for 45 

within  what  hours  allowable   ...        46 

in  Manor  Court,  when  admissible  as  reputation 550 

in  other  cases 1506 

when  steward  compellable  to  produce  as  witness      421 

PRESUMPTIONS,  different  kinds  of 90 

legal,  must  be  pointed  out  by  judge 38,132 
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PRESUMPTIONS— con«m«ed. 

legal,  conclusive  or  disputable 90 

conclusive,  on  what  founded 90,  130,  131 

when  conclusive  by  statute 91 — 101 

at  common  law 102 — 131 

particular  conclusive .' — 

of  schemes  for  endowed  schools  being  duly  made 91 

of  validity  of  valuation  lists  in  Metropolis 92 

of  bill  of  exchange  being  a  foreign  bill,  when 92 

as  to  smuggling .    .      137 

of  payment,  from  non-claim  within  six  years.     (See  Limitations)  93,  103 

of  title,  from  undisputed  enjoyment 95,  102 

of  religious  opinions,  from  usage  for  twenty-five  years  .    .       .       .        98 
of  innocency,  from  non-prosecution.     (See  Limitations)     ....  98 — 100 

of  knowledge  of  law,  both  civil  and  criminal 103 

of  malice  in  deliberate  publication  of  calumny       106 

in  false  representation         106 

of  pltff.  's  right  of  action  when  deft,  wilfully  neglects  to  plead   .    .      106 
of  fraud  in  deed  delaying  creditors  under  bkpt.  law  .    .    .  106,  107 

that  testator-  approved  of  will,  when  ...  .  178,  179 

of  criminal  intent,  from  what  acts .  103 — 106 

that  party  intends  natural  consequences  of  his  acts        .  103 — 106 

in  favour  of  judicial  proceedings .  107 — 110 

in  favour  of  regularity  of  what  formal  proceedings 108,  109 

of  proceed,  leading  up  to  deed  under  21  &  22  V.,  c.  72    .        .    .  110 

in  favour  of  records     .        ...  108 

in  favour  of  awards 110 

that  deeds  in  absence  of  fraud  were  executed  on  good  consideration     110 
that  goods  have  been  shipped,  when  bill  of  lading  negotiated     .    .      110 

in  favour  of  ancient  instruments 111,112,  586,  587 

estoppels.     (See  Estoppel) 112 — 125 

admissions  in  judicio,  and  admissions  acted  upon.  (Bee  Admissions) 

respecting  infants.     (See  Infant) 127,  128 

respecting  age  of  child-bearing .        .        .    .      129 

respecting  legitimacy 129 

from  carrying  enemy's  despatches  in  neutral  ship 130 

from  spoliation  of  papers  on  capture  of  neutral  ship 130 

disputable,  nature  and  principles  of: — '  .  131 

of  law  and  of  fact,  distinction  between ....      132 

distinction  often  overlooked 132 

of  innocence 133-^135 

when  met  by  some  counter-presumption 134,  135 

exceptions  to  presumption  of  innocence 135,  136 

of  guilt  in  odium  spoliatoris .    .137,138 

from  destroying  evidence 137 

from  withholding  evidence  138,349—352,498,696 

from  fabricating  evidence .      138 

from  client  not  allowg.  solic.  to  disclose  confid.  communica.      138 
of  innocence  or  guilt,  how  far  affected  by  evidence  of  character  328 — 340 
of  unlawful  intent,  when  raised  .    ...  .  .139,140 

■  when  not  .  ' 139,  140 

respecting  boundaries.     (See  Boundary)     ....  141 — 144 

land  between  high  and  low  water  mark  .    .  142 

ownershipof  a  several  fishery .    .  141 

the  soil  of  unnavigable  rivers 141 

the  soil  of  navigable  rivers  and  arms  of  the  sea  .  .  141 

not  applicable  to  great  non-tidal  inland  lakes  ....  141 
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respecting  owners  of  surface  and  of  minerals 144 

ownerships  oi  waste  lands .    •  146,  147 

encroachments  on  waste  land  by  tenant     .        .  .      147 

houses  let  out  in  flats         145 

right  of  lateral  support,  when  houses  or  closes  adjoin  .      145 
of  ownership,  from  possession    .        .  .        .  .      147 — 151 

of  title,  from  long  enjoyment 151,  154,  155 

of  regularity,  from  lapse  of  time .  152 — 154 

of  legal  origin,  from  long  usage .  154,  155 

of  grants  from  the  Crown .153—155 

of  dedication  to  the  public .    .  .  154,  155 

of  conveyance  of  legal  title     ....  .    .  ...  .  155 — 157 

of  surrender  of  lease  by  operation  of  law  .    .        .  .  .159,160 

of  surrender  of  outstanding  terms  .  .  .        .  .    .  158,  159 

of  title,  from  acquiescence  in  claims  .    .    .  .  160 

against  stale  demands .        .  .    .      160 

of  inutility  of  patent,  from  non-user ,   .    .    .      160 

of  consent,  from  general  acquiescence    '.       .  ...  .    .      160 

of  guilt,  from  recent  possession 161 — 163 

of  guilt,  from  possession  of  coining  tools,  &c.  .    .    .      349 

of  breach  of  neutrality,  from  sale  of  ship  ~  3,50 

omnia  ritS  esse  acta 163 

as  applied  to  official  or  judicial  acts .163 — 167 

cannot  give  jurisdic.to  inferior  tribunals,justices,&c.  166,167 
to  the  publication  of  highway  rates  and  poor-rates   .  167,  168 

to  private  acts 168 

that  bills  and  notes  are  founded  on  good  consideration        .    .  168 

that  lost  instruments  were  duly  stamped 168 

that  reversion  was  got  in,  where  leasehold  dealt  with  as  freehold  .      169 

respecting  knowledge  of  contents  of  deeds  170 

execution  of  deeds 169,  170 

fraudulent  deeds  void  by  the  Stat,  of  Eliz.  .    .  170 — 172 

alterations  in  deeds         .  180,  181,  1547 

deedsof  gift,  and  voluntary  settlements  .    .    .  .172,176 

negotiation  with  heirs  apparent  and  reversions  .        .  173,  174 
apportionment,  of  periodical  payments,  &c.  .        .      177 

charitable  grants         175 

incumbrances  paid  off  by  tenant  for  life   :    .  .174,175 

joint-tenancy .  .    .      176 

equitable  fraud        172 

exon.,'alteron.,revocon.,&constr.ofwills.  (See  Wills)m — 185, 

905 

mistates  in  wills 1032,1039 

attestation  clause,  in  wills 905 

abatement  of  legacies  in  wills     .    .  ....      182 

bequest  of  annuities .    .  .    .      182 

cumulative  legacies  and  double  portions  .    .        .      1042, 1043 

satisfaction  of  debts  by  legacies .  1043,  1044 

legacies  to  executors .  183 

undisposed  of  residuary  estate .      184 

emblements  .    .    .■ 184 

meaning  of  words  "  children,"  "cousins,"  "family"  184,  185 
meaning  of    "moneys,"    "furniture,"    "debentures," 

\  "  unmarried  "         ....      185 

that  documents  were  made  on  day  they  bear  date  .    .....        .      186 

exceptions  to  this  rule.     (See  Date)  .    .    .186,187,518,608 — 611 

of  due  appointment,  from  acting  in  public  office 187,  188 
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of  validity  of  marriage  de  facto 190 

of  marriage,  from  cohabitation 190 

even  though  commenced  in  adultery 190 

exceptions  to  this  rule 190,  191 

respecting  professional  men,  from  their  acting  as  such  191 — 193)  693,  694 

from  usual  course  of  trade  or  business .    .  194 — 202 

of  conversion  in  trover,  from  demand  and  refusal 195 

that  contract  was  made  in  accordance  vfith  usage 200 

that  contracts  are  to  be  performed  within  reasonable  time  ....      196 

that  bills  found  in  hands  of  drawee  have  been  paid 196 

that  all  rent  due  has  been  paid  if  receipt  for  last  quarter  produced    196 

as  to  what  constitutes  a  debt  or  a  loan 196,  197 

■  respecting  right  to  determine  tenancy  from  year  to  year     ....      194 

right  of  mortgagor  to  dist.for  rentas  bailiff  of  mortgagee    194 

mortgages  which  have  been  paid  off 195 

the  hiring  of  servants •    •    ■  .    .      195 

the  accurate  working  of  scientific  instruments  .       .    .      202 
e.  g.,   clocks,   watches,    pedometers,  thermometers, 
aneroids,  anemometers,  gas  and  water  meters    .   .      202 

partners .    203—205 

agents 205 

surgeons  and  apothecaries 192,  193 

terms  of  tenancy  and  service 194,  195 

transmission  of  letters  by  post 197 

notices  sent  by  post  irom  offices  of  Sup.  Ct 198 

notices  and  docs,  sent  by  post  under  Bkptcy.  Act  .    .    .      198 
other  notices  served  through  the  post   ...  .    .  198,  199 

carriers  and  innkeepers     . ...  205,  206 

negligence ...       .    205; — 207 

mast  of  steam  vessels,  when  accident  accasioued  by 

collis 223 

infants.     (See  Infant) 208 

capacity  of  infant  witnesses 1170, 1171 

coercion  of  married  women      .    .  ....  209,  210 

agency  of  wife 210 — 212 

impotence 213 

parent  and  child  when  they  bear  the  same  name       .    .      213 
continuance  of  human  affairs     ...  .  .    .  214,  215 

of  partnership,  &c ...  214,  215 

of  opinions  .  .  .    .    215,216,  1178 

of  life     .    .    .  216—220 

survivorship ....  .    220—222 

the  foundering  of  ships 222,  223 

the  seaworthiness  of  ship 223,  224 

dereliction .  .    .      225 

liability  of  shipowner,  though  pilot  on  board    .    .    .  226,  227 
for  repairs  or  stores  ordered  by  master    227 

domicil ....  .•  .    227—229 

copyhold  property      229 

the  limitation  of  a  peerage 229 

the  capacity  of  deaf  and  dumb  witnesses 1170 

religious  belief  in  witnesses 1177, 

the  refusal  to  answer  questions  ..*...  .    .    1255 

of  international  comity 229,  230 

effect  of,  in  shifting  burthen  of  proof.     (See  On'm  Prdbandi)       343 — 346 
of  fact,  nature  and  principles  of: —        .  ....  .    .    230 — 232 
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PRESUMPTIONS— conMn«e(f. 

against  testimony  of  accomplice •      ^32 

verbal  admissions ...  "32,  738 

of  account  stated  from  production  of  I  O  U 149 

are  questions  for  jury  aided  by  advice  of  judge 231,  232 

what  raised  by  Eq.  against  apparent  mtent.  of  instrument.     (See 

Bebutting  an  Equity.) 1042—1045 

distinction  between  legal  presumptions  and  rules  of  construction     1045, 

1046 
PRETENCES.     (See  False  Pretences) 

PREVENTION  OP  CRIME  (IREL.)  ACT,  1882.     (See  Table  St.  45  &  46 
v.,  c.  25,  Ir.) 

enforcing  attendance  of  witness  under  ....  1122' 

PREVENTION  OF  CRIMES  ACT,  1871 .  (See  Table  St.  34  &  35  V. ,  c.  112) 

what  defendant  may  prove  under  .  .    .        .    .      353 

PREVIOUS  CONVICTION.     (See  Certificates,  Conviction)  .    .  1229, 1383—1385 
admissible  to  rebut  evidence  of  prisoner's  good  character  .    .    .  330,  331 
PRIEST,  Roman  Catholic,  confession  to,  not  privileged  .    .  754,  787—789 

PRIMARY  EVIDENCE.     (See  Best  Evidence) 
PRIMARY  MEANING.     (See  Meaning),  of  words,  what  is   .    .    .        .  962 

words  must  be  interpreted  in  their,  when    ...  962 

PRINCIPAL.     (See  Agent,  Accessory) 

effect  of  recognition  by,  of  unauthorised  act  of  agent  .    .    .  535,  845,  947 
debtor,  admissions  by,  when  evidence  against  surety  .  .  680,  681 

felon,  confession  by,  no  evidence  against  accessory 778 

record  of  conviction  of,  no  evid.  of  his  guilt,  as  against  accessory     1446 
PRINT,  instrum.  partly  in  writing  and  partly  in,  how  interpreted  .    .    .      961 

PRINTED  NAME,  when  sufficient  signature 879,  910 

PRINTER  to  Crown  or  Pari.,  what  does,  printed  by,  want  no  proof    14, 1323, 

1305, 1309 
PRIORITY  of  deed,  presumption  as  to  ....  ...      169 

PRISON  books,  admissible  as  public  documents        1358 

how  proved ...    1363 

effect  of 1509 

register  of  baptism*  and  marriages,  inadmissible 1355 

person  confined  in,  may  be  summoned  as  witn.  by  habeas  corpus, 

01  judge's  warrant  or  order.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1084 — 1089 
no  proof  required  of  handwriting  of  Governor  of  Holloway  .        20 

PRISON  ACT,  1865.     (See  Table  St.  28  &  29  V.,  c.  126) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under       ....  .    .        94 

PRISON  ACT,  1877,  for  Engl.     (See  Table  St.  40  &  41  V.,  c.  27) 

rules  under,  how  proved .  1305 

seal  of  Prison  Commissioners  under,  jud.  noticed     .    .  .  12 

PRISON  ACT,  IREL.,  1877.     (See  Table  Si.  40  &  41  V.,  c.  49) 

rules  under,,  how  proved .  .        .    1419 

seal  of  Gen.  Prisons  Board  under,  jud.  noticed  .        .  .12 

PRISONER,  when  evidence  of  character  of,  admissible  for    ...        .  329,  330 

against    .        .  330,  331 
if  witness  called  to  character  of,  on  charge  of  felony,  not  capital, 

prosecutor  may  prov§  previous  conviction 330,  331 

made  to  attend  as  vntu. ,  by  hab.  corp.   (See  Attend  of  Witn. )    1084 — 1089 
by  order  of  judge,  when  .  .  .    1088 

in  County  Cts.,  when .*  .    1089 
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when  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment 1272 — 1275 

may  enforce  attendance  of  witnesses  .    .  ...  .    .    1074 

provision  for  paying  the  expenses  of  such  witnesses  .    .    .  1074 

when  Court  may  order  costs  of,  to  be  paid  by  prosecutor  .        ...    1075 

when  Court  will  order  property  found  on,  to  be  restored  .  .    1075 

confessions  by.     (See  Confessions) 

examination  of,  by  magistrate 763 — 773 

by  coroner  .    .  .  ....      776 

writings  in  possession  of,  operate  as  admissions,  when  ...  .      703 

errors  in  name  of,  may  be  corrected  .    .  288 

PRIVATE  ACTS  OF  PARLIAMENT,  how  proved 14,  1303 

admissibility  of  recitals  in       .        .  ....    1417 

PRIVATE  RIGHTS,  not  provable  by  reputation 545 

unless  perhaps  in  the  case  of  prescriptive  right 544 

PRIVATE  WRITINGS,  when  evid.  as  part  of  res  gestso.     (See  Hearsay, 

Conspirators) .         524,  529 

rules  governing  the  interpretation  of 962,  963 

contemporaneous,  admissible  to  explain  each  other   ...  .      977 

contents  of,  not  provable  by  parol.     (See  Best  Evidence) 368 

cross  examination  as  to  contents  of,  allowed,  though  not  produced    1237 

mode  of  proceeding  in  such  case .        .  1227 — 1239 

this  rule  is  probably  applicable  to  criminal  trials 1239,  1240 

when  necessary  to  show  that  they  come  from  proper  custody  .    .  580,  581 
what  is  proper  custody  of  397— 402^.  581—585 

inspection  and  production  of,  before  trial,  how  obtained  ■ —  1519 — 1575 

either  party  may  inspect  documents  referred  to  by  his  adversary 

1519,  1520 
how  and  when  notice  to  prod,  such  docs,  may  be  given  .    .    1520 

how  and  when  they  are  to  be  inspected 1520,  1521 

rule  as  to  cost  of  such  inspection    ...  .....    1522 

rule  as  to  other  documents  .    .    .    .  ' 1522,  1523 

former  practice  on  this  point .      1523^1528 

rule  as  to  professional  privileges 1524,  1525 

lien  is  no  ground  for  objection  to  production 1526 

inspect,  might  be  granted  to  obtain  evid.  to  ans.  oppon.  case    1526 

instances  under  former  law 1527 — 1529 

party  desiring  inspection  mu.st  have  proved  his  right  thereto    1526 
inspection  is  not  limited  to  documents  that  may  be  admiss.  in  evid.    1529 

when  production  may  be  ordered 1530 

practice  in  action  referred  to  official  referee 1531 

in  action  referred  to  ordinary  arbitrator 1531 

mode  of  discovery.     (See  Discovery 

where  documents  are  to  be  produced  or  inspected ' .  1534,  1535 

by  whom  affidavit  of  documtots  should  be  made 1536,  1537 

how  right  to  inspection  is  ascertained ....    1538 

penalty  for  non-compliance  with  order  for  inspection  ....    1539 
inspection  generally  confined  to  applicant  and  his  solicitor  ....    1539 

when  interpreter  or  experts  may  inspect 1539,  1540 

inspection  in  Probate  arid  Admiralty  Divisions 1540 

in  Bankruptcy  Courts 1541 

in  County  Courts 1541—1544 

under  Friendly  Societies'  Acts .    .    1544 

what  sufficient  excuse  for  non-production  of,  at  trial.    (See  Second- 

.  ary  Evidence) 396—422,  1545 
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when  lost,  what  search  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence.   (See 

Lost  Instrument,  Custody) 397     102 

when  lost,  presumed  to  be  duly  stamped ■     .165,  166,  168 

if  in  the  handsof  opponent, when  and  what  notice  to  produce  neces- 
sary.    (See  Notice  to  Produce)      406—418,  1545 

party  served  with  notice,  not  hound  to  produce .    1545 

after  notice,  what  is  the  proper  time  for  calliug  for  production  .  1545 
production  of  papers  upon  notice,  does  not  make  them  evid.  .        .    1545 

unless  opposite  party  inspects  them 1545 

party  refus.  to  produce  doc.  after  notice,  cannot  put  it  in  as  his 

evid 1546 

alteration  in  effect  of.     (See  Alteration)        ...  ...     1546 — 1563 

mutilated  docs.,  when  admissible,  if  coming  from  proper  custody    1563 

what  must  be  attested.     {&ee  Attesting  Witness) 1564,1565 

necessity  ofcalling  attesting  witness.     {Bee  Attesting  Witness)  1564 — 1575 
proof  of  identity  of  party  to  suit  with  person  executing  instru- 
ment.    {See  Identity) 1575—1578 

modes  of  proving  handwriting.     (See  Handwriting)  .         1578 — 1591 
PErVIES.     (See  Public  Becords  and  Documents,  Strangers) 

different  kinds  of 113,  682 

in  blood,  as  heir  or  co-parcener 113.  682 

by  estate,  as  feoffees,  donees,  lessees,  assignees,  joint  tenants, 

and  successive  bishops,  rectors,  and  vicars 113,  682 

inlaw,  asexors.,  admors.,  lords  by  escheat,  tenants  by  the  courtesy , 
tenants  in  dower,  husb.  suing,  or  defend,  in  right  of  their  wives  113,  682 

estoppels  binding  upon 113 

unless  privy  would  be  aggrieved  or  defrauded  by  conduct  of  his 

party ...      113 

admissions  evidence  against 681 — 688 

e.g.,  declarations  of  ancestor  admissible  against  heir 682 

of  intestate  against  administrator 682 

of  landlord  against  tenant 683 

of  bishop,  rector,  or  vicar  against  successor      .    .      683 
but  declarations    of  executor    not    admissible    against    special 

administ 682 

nor  of  tenant  against  reversioner 684 

how  far  declarations  of  lessee  of  tithes  against  vicar    .  .    .      684 

of  tenant  in  action  for  recovery  of  land  against  landlord  defend.     684 

of  assignor  of  chattel  against  assignee 684 

only  when  identity  of  interest  between  them 684 

as  where  assignee  is  mere  representative  of  assignor    .  684 

or  has  acquired  title  with  notice  of  admission 684 

or  has  purchased  stale  demand .    .      684 

e.g.,  indorsee  taking  bill  after  due,  or  without  consideration  .      685 

declaration  of  prior  holder  of  bill  inadmissible,  when 685 

posses,  of,  when  posg.  of  party,  so  as  to  make  notice  to  produce 

neces 407 

judgments  inter  partes  binding  on,  when 1437 — 1443 

PEIVILEGE  of  copyright.     (See  Copyright) 

of  witness,  as  to  not  answering  questions.  {See  Witnesses)  .  1242 — 1249 
of  witn.,  parties,  counsel,  &  solic,  as  to  arrest.  (See  Arrest)  1126 — 1136 
how  party  must  proceed  who  objects  to  discovery  on  ground  of  .    .    1535 

of  Parliament,  judicially  noticed 4 

of  royal  palaces,  judicially  noticed 4 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS, 

rebut  presumption  of  malice 139,  140 

when  admissible 781 — 818 
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PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS— eoBfenweff. 

1.  communications  between  husband  and  wife 781 

extent  and  meaning  of  rule 781,  782 

2.  made  to  legal  adviser,  principle  of  exclusion 783—795 

who  are  included  in  rule  as  legal  advisers   .    .    .    782,  783,  791,  792 

counsel  or  solicitor 782 

Interpreter,  intermediate  agent,  solicitor's  town  agent,  foreign 

counsel,  barrister's  or  solicitor's  clerks 791,  792 

perhaps  exor.  of  solicitor,  as  to  papers  of  client  coming  to  his 

hapds ....         793 

medical  men  not  within  rule .      787 

clergymen  and  Roman  Catholic  priests  not  within  rule    .    .    .      787 

propriety  of  extending  rule  to  clei'gymen 787,  788  " 

clerks,  bankers,  stewards,, confidential  Mends,  not  within  rule    788 

perhaps  licensed  conveyancers 788 

privilege,  that  of  client 793 

rule,  how  applicable  when  iejraZ  ai^TOer  interrogated 784 

communica.  need  not  relate  to  litigation  commenced  or  antici- 
pated       784 

must  relate  to  matters  within  ordnry.  scope  of  legal  adviser's 

duty 785 

trustees  and  mortgagees,  how  far  protected  from  producing 

title-deeds  of  cestius  que  trust,  or  mortgagors 790 

rule  applies  though  client  stranger  to  suit 790 

documents  in  hands  of  solicitor  to  trustees  of  bankrupt  791 
party  not  bound  to  produce  docum.  need  not  disclose  its  con- 
tents             .791 

where  solicitor  has  violated  his  trust 793 

documents  not  inadmissible  because  illegally  taken  from  him    794 

solicitor  must  have  been  acting  as  legal  adviser -794 

no  regular  retainer  necessary 794 

person  not  solicitor,  consulted  as  such  ...  ...      794 

rule,  how  applicable  when  client  interrogated         795 

has  been  held  not  to  extend  to  any  communi.  before  any  dispute  795 
this  rule  unsound,  and  set  at  naught  by  Lord  Selborne        .    .      796 

rule,  when  solicitor  acting  for  opposite  parties       796 

protection  remains  forever,  unless  removed  by  client   ....      798 

protection  does  not  extend  to  crimes 784,  799,  800,  Errata 

apparent  exceptions  to  rule 800 

illustration  of  these  exceptions 801 — 807. 

solicitor  turning  informer  as  co-conspirator 802 

statements  made  before  retainer,  or  after  employment  ceased  802 
solicitor  consulted,  but  not  employed,  being  under-sheriff  .  .  803 
ofifersof  compromise  made  betwn.  parties  in  presence  of  solicitor  803 
information  communicated  to  solicitor  from  collateral  quarters     803 

questions  asked  solicitor  as  to  matters  of  lact 804 

solicitor  may  prove  client's  handwriting 805 

may  identify  his  client  as  having  sworn  an  affidavit     .    .    .  806 

must  state  facts  on  which  his  opinion  of  testator's  capacity 

founded     : 806 

must  state  address  of  client  who  is  concealing  his  residence  805,  806 
rule  does  not  extend  to  unnecessary  communications  ....  806 
solicitor  as  attesting  witness  must  prove  execution  by  client  .  807 
cannot  state  whether  document  intrusted  to  him  was  duly  stamped  807 

or  had  erasure  upon  it    807 

3.  judges,  arbitrators,  and  counsel,  not  bound  to  testify  as  to  matters 

in  which  they  have  been  judicially  or  professionally  engaged     808 
reasons  for,  and  extent  of,  rule 808 

4.  secrets  of  State,  excluded  from  public  policy 809 
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PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS— conttreMed. 

communications  to  government  for  detecting  crimes     ....      809 

channels  of  information — informers 810,  811 

proceedings  of  grand  jurors 811 — 813 

of  petit  jurors,  grounds  of  verdict 813 

of  Property  Tax  Commissioners 813 

statements  within  walls  of  Parliament 814 

official  communications  to  government  officers 814 — 816 

5.  how  far  evidence  can  be  rejected  on  grounds  of  indecency,  or  of 

injury  to  feelings  or  interest  of  strangers 816 

non-access  could  not  be  proved  by  husband  and  wife    ....      817 

how  far  parents  can  bastardise  their  issue 818 

eifect  of  plea  of  justilication ....      323 

jury  must  determine  whether  communications  made  bona  fide      57 
jury  will  decide  whether  the  occasion  justified  the  communi- 
cation         58 

.  FBIYY.     (See  Primea) 

PRIVY  COUNCIL,  witness  how  made  to  attend  before 1096 

orders  issued  by,  how  provable 1305 — 1308, 1418 

PRIVY  SEAL,  judicially  noticed 10 

PRIZE,  judgment  of  Ct.  of  Admiralty  on  questions  of,  conclusive,  when  1430 

of  foreign  Cts.  of  Admiralty,  effect  of 1475,  1481 

PRIZE-FIGHT,  parties  attending  a  fatal,  guilty  of  manslaughter    .    .    .      831 
do  not  require  corroboration  as  accomplices     .    .      831 

PROBABILITY,  what  constitutes     .    .  81 

of  statement,  one  test  of  truth '.    .  .    .        81 

PROBABLE  CAUSE,  question  forjudge  41,42 

in  suit  for  malic,  pros,  jury  may,  but  not  bound,  to  find'  malice 

from  want  of 140,  141 

PROBATE,  what  it  is 1351,  1352 

what  proof  required  before  it  will  be  granted         1352 

when  granted  in  case  of  will  lost  or  destroyed 403 

how  proved,  when  granted 392,  393,  1352 

how  proved,  when  lost  or  destroyed 1353 

revocation  of,  how  proved 1352 

when  evid.  of  will,  in  case  of  realty 1497 — 1500 

if  proved  in  solemn  form,  and  heir  and  devisees  cited  .      1497,  1498 

if  notice  of  proving  devise  by,  given      1499 

conclusive  and  sole  evidence  of  executor's  title 1352 

exception  in  case  of  will  of  wife  made  in  pursuance  of  a  power  1352,  1463 

stamp  on,  how  far  proof  of  assets  .    .  737 

grant  of,  is  a  judgment  in  rem 1431 

Is  it  evid.  for  deft.,  on  indictment  for  forging  the  will?   .    .     1433,  1436 
does  not  exclude  evid.  of  testator's  insan.,  where  exor.'s  title  not 

impeac.  ' 1433 

may  be  defeated  by  proof  that  testator  is  alive  ....  .    .    1465 

granted  by  diocesan,  how  defeated  before  Jan.  11,  IS.jS   .        ...    1465 

effect  of  foreign  .    1484 

proving  devise  by 1499 

not  evid.  to  prove  apptmnt.  of  testamentary  guardians        .        .    .    1500 

PROBATE,  OLD  COURT  OF,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

al.so  of  registries  of 10 

probate  granted  by,  how  proved 392,  393 

documents  of,  where  deposited  and  how  inspected  .      1271,1272 

PROBATE  DIVISION,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed     .        .        .    .  1353 

powers  of,  judicially  noticed .    .        .  .        25 
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has  same  rules  of  evid.  as  other  Divis.  of  High  Court  .    .    .  512,  513,  829 
proceedings  in,  when  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved  .  18 

notice  to  admit  documents  in 635 

attendance  of  witnesses  in,  how  enforced .    1096 

scale  of  remuneration  to  witnesses  in .  Appendix 

jurisdiction  of 393 

probate  granted  by,  how  proved 392,  393,  1352 

exemplification  granted  by  registrar  of  .■ .    .392,1353 

eifect  of  Scotch  confirmation  of  exors.  sealed  by 1352 

commissions  to  examine  witnesses  granted  by 469 

inventory  exhibited  in,  how  far  admission  of  assets 736,  737 

documents  of,  where  deposited  and  how  inspected 1271,1272 

original  wills,  where  deposited  ...  .' 1271,  1272 

how  inspected ' 1272 

calendars  of  grants  of  prob.  and  admon.  how  inspected 1272 

register  of,  how  proved 1366 

what  decisions  of,  judgments  in  rem 1430 

can  grant  probate  of  wills  relating  to  realty 1497 — 1500 

can  compel  discovery,  when 1540 

can  enforce  production  of  wills,  &c. ,  when 1540 

PEOBATIS  EXTEEMIS  PE^SUMUNTUE  MEDIA,  applon.  of  maxim      152 

PROCESS,  service  of,  how  proved  in  High  Court 1348 

in  County  Cts 1350 

in  Cts.  of  summary  jurisdiction 1350 

PEOCHEIN  AMY.     (See  Guardian),  admissions  by         654 

not  a  party  within  rule  making  judgm.  evid.  for  or  against  parties  1439 

PROCLAMATIONS  judicially  noticed 5,  14 

how  proved 1305—1308 

admissibility  and  effect  of  recitals  in    .  1416 

of  foreign  states,  how  proved   .  .    .  15,  16,  1308 

of  colonies 15,  16,  1308 

when  presumed  posted  by  authority 163 

PROCTOE.     (See  Solicitor) 

PEOCUEATION,  what  documents  may,  or  may  not,  be  signed  by      .  946,  947 

PEOCURING  EVIDENCE,  costs  of,  when  allowed 1057 

PRODUCTION"  of  docs,  before  trial.     (See  Diseov.,  Private  Wri.,Pub.Beco. 

&Doc.) 
at  trial.     (See  Notice  to  Produce) 

when  witness  not  bound  to  produce  documents 419,  420,  1252 

witnesscalledto  produce  a  document  need  not  be  sworn 1221 

if  unsworn,  cannot  be  cross-exd.  1221 

of  wills  may  be  enforced  by  Ct.  of  Prob.,  when 1540 

of  articles,  to  be  identified  by  jury ^ .  497—500 

presumption  from  non-production  of  evidence  .      137,  353,  354,  498,  696 

presumption  of  title  to  documents  from  production 149 

PROFESSIONAL  confidence.     (See  Privileged  Communications)    .    .    .  782—808 

men,  presumptions  respecting,  from  acting  as  such  .    .  191, 192,  694,  695 

entitled  to  what  fillow,  as  skilled  witn."  Appendix,  1057, 1066—1068 

treatises  may  be  referred  to  by  experts  to  refresh  memory,  when  1214— 1216 

PROFITS  A  PRENDRE,  when  barred  by  Prescription  Act 97 

how  taken  out  of  Prescription  Act 97,  938 

must  be  crealted  or  assigned  by  deed      835 

how  far  §  4  of  ^t.  of  Frauds  applies  to 890 
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PROHIBITION,  on  motion  for,  Q.  B.  will  reject  intendm.  that  Inf.  Ct. 

will  outstep  its  duty 167 

PROLIXITY  in  affidavits,  effect  of 1189 

PROMISE.     (See  Breach  of  Promise,  Confession) 

excludes  confession,  when , 747 — 761 

does  not  exclude  evidence  of  facts  ascertained  by  confession     .  776 — 777 
must  be  by  signed  writing  if  made: — 

1.  by  exor.  or  admor.  to  pay  out  of  his  own  estate 870 

2.  by  any  man  to  answer  for  default  of  another  .    .    .  870,  880 — 884 

to  pay   debt  barred  by  St.  Limit.     (See  Ld. 

Terderden's  Act 656—658,  923—928- 

what  consideration  will  support 873 

ratification  of,  by  infant,  no  longer  valid.     (See  Infant)  ....  924,  932 
PROMISSORY  NOTE.     (See  Bill  of  Exchange) 

PROOF,  denied 1 

order  of     (See  Onus  Probandi)      341 — 364 

when  unnecessary.     (See  Judicial  Notice,  Presumption) 

PROPER  CUSTODY.     (See  Custody) 397—402,  581—584 

PROPERTY,  presumption  of,  from  possessibu .  .      147 

finding  of,  ia  consequence  of  confession,  admissible  when   .        .    .      776 

found  on  prisoner,  when  court  will  restore .    .    1075 

on  indict,  for  malicious  injury  to,  unnecessary  to  allege  or  prove 
intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  particular  person   ...  .      287 

PROPERTY  TAX  COMMISSIONERS,  how  far  bound  to  secrecy     ...      813 
PROPOSAL  in  writing,  not  acted  upon,  need  not  be  produced  .    .        .    .      379 

PROPRIETARY  INTEREST.     (See  Interest) 600,  603 

PROSECUTIONS.     (See  Indictment,  Malicious  Prosecution) 
PROSECUTOR,  name  of,  must  be  proved  as  laid.     (See  Variance)     .  285 — 287 
misnomer  of,  how  amended.     (See  Amendment)     .  ....  257,  258 

rules  for  describing,  in  indictment  ..........        .    .  285 — 287 

when  more  than  one,  what  sufficient  description 286 

not  competent  witness  when  he  has  addressed  jury  as  advocate     .    1183 

no  legal  right  to  address  jury  as  advocate 1183 

may  be  ordered  out  of  court,  if  a  witness 1193 

wife  of,  admissible  for  or  against  prisoner 1160,1161 

inducements  by,  will  exclude  confession,  when.     (See  Confession)       749 

expenses  of,  when  allowed  in  felonies '. 1061 

in  misdemeanors 1062, 1063 

in  offences  against  the  coin     .        .    .        1064 

in  misdem.  under  Debtors'  Act,  1869   .     1064 

scale  of  such  allowances  as  fixed  by  Home  Secretary  .    .    .      1065 — 1071 

rewards  granted  to,  for  activity  and  zeal,  when        1070 — 1073 

liable  to  pay  prisoner's  costs,  when 1075 

in  trials  for  rape,  bad  character  of  prosecutrix,  when  evid.  .    .    .  339,  340 
when  specific  immoral  acts  of,  may  be  proved  340,  1231, 

1232 
may  be  cross-examined  as  to  immoral  conduct 1232 

PROTECTION  OFWITNESS,astoself-crimination.  (See  Witnesses)  1242—1253 

as  to  arrest.     (See  Arrest) 1126 — 1135 

PROTECTOR,  consent  of,  to  dispos.  of  tenant  in  tail,  must  be  by  deed  enrol.     957 

PROTEST,  of  bills  of  exch.,  must  be  attested  by  two  witn.,  when    .949   1565 

when  presumed '    ggg 

of  foreign  bill,  how  proved 392 

PROVIDENT  SOCIETIES.     {Se&  Friendly  Societies) 

acknowledgment  of  registry  of,  by  whom  granted,  and  effect  of    .    1396 
(4626) 
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PROVINCIAL  &  UNITED  DIOC.  CTS.,  lEEL.  (See  Diocesan  Courts,  Irel.) 
PROVISIONAL  COMMITTEE  of  intended  Co.,  liabilities  of       ....      722 

PROVISO,  burthen  of  proving,  in  certain  cases 353,  Errata 

PROVOCATION,  evidence  of,  in  mitigation  of  damages  in  action  for  libel    324 

PROXIES  in  Bkptcy,  hovsr  appointed 942 

PUBLIC  AND  GENERAL  INTEREST,  hearsay  admiss.  in  matters  of  .      537 

why  received 537,  546 

distinction  between  matters  of  public,  and  those  of  general,  interest  538 
in  public  matters,  reputation  from  any  one  admissible  .  .  .  538 
in  general  matters,  declarant  must  have  competent  knowledge     .      540 

when  such  knowledge  will  be  presumed 540 

examples  of  matters  of  541^543 

not  of 543,  544 

is  reputation  admissible  respecting  private  prescriptive  rights  ?    .      544 

hearsay  as  to  particular  facts  inadmissible 546 

reputation  admissible,  without  proof  of  exercise  of  right    ....      547 

against  public  rights 548 

forms  in  which  hearsay  admissible : —         .    .  ' 549 — 555 

oral  declarations 549 

recitals  in  deeds,  copies,  and  abstracts  of  deeds     .    .        .    .      549 

maps,  how  far .  549,  550 

presentments  and  depositions  in  manor  courts   ...        .  550,  551 
verdicts,  judgments,  decrees,  and  orders  of  courts  .    .    .  551 — 554 

not  interlocutory  orders 553 

declarations  post  litem  motam  inadmissible.     (See  Lis  Mota)    .  554 — 559 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT,  1875.     (See  Table  St.  38  &  39  V.,  c.  55) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under  ....                   .  94 

limitation  for  laying  information  under   *. 101 

when,  in  proceedings  under,  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  deft  .        .  351,  352 

notices  and  proceedings  under,  may  be  served  by  post     .        .    .  199 

inspection  of  rates  under     .    .  1294 

of  mortgages  on  rates,  and  of  reg.  of  voters    .    .        .  1294 

by-laws  made  under,  how  proved   ....                                  .  1415 

rate-books  kept  under,  how  proved .  1366 

proceedings  at  local  board  meetings,  how  proved 1516 

contracts  made  by  urban  sanitary  authority  must  be  in  writing  and 

sealed,  when .           .                       ...  848 

PUBLIC  HEALTH,  IRELAND,  ACT,  1878.     (See  Tat.  St.  41  &42  V.,  c.  52) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under   ...  94 

limitation  for  laying  infoimations  under 101 

notices  and  proceedings  under,  may  be  served  by  post  .    .    .  199 

by-laws  made  under,  how  proved 1416 

contracts  made  by  urban  sanitary  authority  must  be  in  writing  and 
sealed,  when    .    .  .  .    .  848 

PUBLIC  HISTORIES,  when  admissible 22,  1517,  1518 

PUBLIC  HOUSE,  liability  of  keeper  of,  for  lost  goods 206 

PUBLIC  MEETING,  proof  of  resolutions  at 386 

PUBLIC  OFFICE,  presumption  as  to  course  of  business  in 197 

PUBLIC  OFFICER,  presumption  of  appointment  of,  from  acting        .    .      187 

instrument  of  appointment  need  not  be  produced 189 

proof  of  awards  by .    1344 

PUBLIC  PLACE,  in  indict,  for  steal,  fixtures  in,  property  need  not  be 

alleged 288 
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PUBLIC  POLICY  excludes  what  evid.  (See  Privileged  Communicatus.)  781—818 

what  admissions  are  held  conclusive  on  grounds  of 733,  734 

PUBLIC  RECORDS  ACT,  1838.     (See  Table  St.  1&2\.,  o.  94) 

PUBLIC  RECORDS,  IREL.,  ACT,  1867.   (See  Table  SI.  30  &  31  V.,  c.  70.  Jr.) 

PUBLIC  RECORDS  AND  DOCUMENTS,  what  included  under  this  head  1265 

made  of  obtaining  inspection  and  copies  of : — 1265     1303 

general  records  of  realm  under  charge  of  Master  of  the  Rolls  .  1265—1270 
regulation  as  to  inspection  of  them,  and  fees  charged  .    .        .  1266,  1267 

whether  public  have  a  right  to  inspect  them 1267 

present  repositories  of  public  records 1268 

enumeration  of  those  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls    .    .  1268 — 1270 

repositories  of  other  public  documents 1270 

ofwills 1271 

inspection  &exemplifi.  of  records  of  Sup.  Cts.,  right  of  public       .    1272 

even  where  subject  concerned  against  Crown 1272 

provided  they  be  required  as  evidence .    1272 

prisoner  not  entitled  to  copy  of  indictment  for  felony      .    .    .  1272,  1273 

may  claim  to  have  it  read  slowly  in  open  court 1273 

rule  does  not  extend  to  treason  ...  1272 

to  misdemeanors  .    .  .    .  .    .    1273 

the  rule  highly  unjust       .    .  1273 

copy  of  depositions,  when  demandable 1273,  1274 

copy  of  record  of  acquittal  or  conviction,  when  demandable  .  1274,  1275 

copy  of  trial. by  Court-Martial  when  demandable 1276 

right  to  inspect  records  of  Bkptcy.  Cts 1276 

records  in  Central  Off.  of  Sup.  Ct 1277 

departments  of  Central  Of&ce .    .        .        1278 

right  to  inspect  records  of  inferior  courts  1281 

how  far  applicant  must  be  interested        1281 

course  to  be  pursued  in  case  of  refusal 1281. 

Q.  B.  D.  will  grant  mandamus  for  production  of,  to  every  person 

interested 1281 

what  amount  of  interest  necessary 1282 

inspection  of  semi-public  documents  at  common  law  : 1282 — 1289 

of  court  rolls .    1282 

of  Corp.  books  by  members .    .    1283 

by  strangers 1284 

of  parish  books  by  parishioners  or  strangers    ....        1285 

of  books  of  Commiss.  of  Sewers 1286 

of  books  of  College  of  Physicians 1286 

of  bishop's  register  of  presentations  and  institutions    .    1286 

of  deposit  and  transfer  books  of  Bank  by  fundholders  .    1287 

of  East  India  Co  .       .   .    1287 

of  Custom  House  books  by  merchants .    1287 

if  in  foreign  lang.  or  scientific,  interpreters  and  experts  may  be 

called  in  under  order  of  inspection 1539,  1540 

inspection  will  he  refused  to  persons  having  no  interest  .        ...    1287 
no  court  will  force  a  man  to  allow  inspection  of  documents,  in 

order  to  support  prosecution  against  him 1288 

quo  warranto  not  a  criminal  proceeding  within  this  rule     .    .    1288 

but  indictment,  to  try  a  right,  is 1288 

must  officerof  ct.  allow  inspect,  of  dooms,  to  sup.  action  againsthim  ?  1288 
ct.  of  law  will  not  interfere  without  afSda.  of  demand  and  refusal  1289 

how,  if  inspection  offered  as  a  favour,  but  not  as  a  right 1289 

ias^ation  ot  yj'haX  documents  governed  by  statutes ; — 1290 
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of  registers  of  births,  baptisms,  marr.,  deaths,  and  burials  .  .  .  1290 
of  non-parochial  registers,  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen.  .    .    .  1291,  1292 

what  these  registers  consist  of     . 1291, 1292 

of  books  of  municipal  corporations 1293 

of  books  of  School  Boards 1294 

of  documents  kept  by  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  ....  1294 
of  documents  of  companies  subject  to  the  Consolid,  Acts    .    1294 — 1296 

of  accounts  of  railway  companies ....    1296 

of  registers,  of  mortgage  deb.  and  of  nominal  securities 1296 

of  rates  made,  and  registers  kept,  under  Public  Health  Act,  1875     1294 

of  books  of  Friendly  Societies .    .    1296 

of  registers  under  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875 1297 

of  registers  of  copyright  and  assignments,  kept  at  Stationers'  Hall  1297 
of  reg.  of  patents,  designs  or  trade-marks  in  Patent  Off.  ....  1298 
of  rolls  of  solicitors  and  other  books  respecting  them  ....  1298 

of  maps  and  documents  deposited  with  Clerks  of  the  Peace  .  1299 
of  documents  in  custody  of  Steward  of  Barmote  Courts  .  .    1998 

of  list  of  jurors       1299 

of  lists  of  voters,  &c.,  for  Members  of  Parliament 1300 

of  valuation  lists  of  property  in  metropolis 1301 

of  books  kept  under  Poor-law,  Highway,  and  Turnpike  Acts  1300,  1301 

of  accounts  of  trustees  of  charities 1301 

of  account-books  of  commiss.  of  public  baths  .  ...    1302 

of  warrants  of  attorney  and  cognovits 1279 

of  judge's  orders  to  enter  up  judgment  by  consent 1279 

of  bills  of  sale  of  personal  chattels 1278—1280 

of  lists  of  persons  whose  reality  is  affected  by  judg 1280 

of  index  of  Crown  debtors  ...  128 ) 

of  regist.  of  Newspaper  Proprietors 1302 

of  registers  of  vessels  kept  by  registrars  on  British  ships  ....  1302 
of  documents  recorded  by  Registrar-Gen.  of  seamen        .    .        .    .    1302 

proof  of  public  records  and  documents: —      . 1302 — 1410 

contents  of,  not  provable  by  parol.     (See  Best  Evidence)  .    .    .    371 — 373 

legislative  Acts,  public  statutes 1302 

local  and  personal  Acts,  and  private  Acts    .    .  ...        1303 

Irish  statutes  prior  to  Union 1303 

foreign  statutes  or  laws.     (See  Eocperis) .        .    1304 

acts  of  State '   .    .    1304 

royal  proclamations .    1305 — 1307 

Britiish  treaties 1304 

charters,  letters  patent,  grants  from  Crown,  pardons,  and  commiss.  1304 
acts  of  State  of  foreign  government,  or  of  British  colony  .  .  .  1308 
journals  of  either  House  of  Parliament  ....  .    .  14, 1309 

articles  of  war 1309 

reports  of  Commissioners  of  Woods  and  Forests 1309 

proclamations,  orders,  and  regulations  of  Treasury  Commiss.        .    1308 

of  Admiralty 1308 

of  Secretaries  of  State  .  .  1308 
of  Privy  Council  for  Trade  1308 
of  late  Poor-Law  Board  1308 
of  Local  Governt.  Board  .  1308 
of  the  Education  Departnt.  1308 
of  the  Postmaster-General  1308 
general  records  of  realm  in  custody  of  Master  of  the  Rolls  .  .  .  1310 
when  original  record  required  to  be  produced,  rule  or  order  neces- 

sarv 1310 
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of  records  and  quad-records  of  superior  courts 1310,  1311 

■when  original  record  must  be  produced .1311,1312 

wlien  record  used  to  be  proved  by  exemplifi.  under  great  seal    .    .    1312 
may  be  proved  by  exemplifi.  under  seal  of  particular  court     1313 

by  office  copy.     (See  Copy) 1313—1317 

by  examined  copy.     (See  Copy) 1318 

records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  the  old  Admiralty  Court  .    .    .    1318 

of  Eocles.  Courts  .  .1318 

of  Court  of  Stannaries 1318 

of  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  .    .    1318 

of  inferior  Courts 1319 

statutable  proof  of  records  and  proceedings  of  particular  tribunals, 

and  of  particular  judicial  documents 1319 

statutable  proof  cumulative,  not  substitutionary 1319 

of  proceedings  of  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 1319 — 1.323 

■  of  County  Courts     .  1323 

of  Courts-Martial    .    .  , 1323,  1324 

of  particular  judicial  documents .    .    1324 

of  records  and  proceedings  of  Foreign  and  Colonial  Courts    .    1325 

of  Irish  documents  in  England 1325 

of  English  documents  in  Ireland 1325 

of  English  and  Irish  documents  in  the  colonies        .    .        .        1325 

of  proceedings  of  Scotch  Bptcy.  Ct.  in  Engl.  &  Irel 1327 

special  mode  of  proving  docs,  coming  from  abroad    ....    1328 — 1333 

colonial  depositions,  colonial  warrants 1329,1330 

depositions  taken  in  India  respecting  misdemeanors    ;    .    .    .    1330 

depositions  under  Merchant  Shipping  Act 1330,  1331 

affidavits  sworn  abroad  under  Com.  Law  Proc.  Act   .    .    .    .    .    1332 

under  Bkptcy.  Act,  1883   ....  1322,  1323 

used  in  Prob.,  Div.,  and  Adm.,  Div.  18,  1334 

before  envoys,  consuls;  &c.    .    .  16,  17, 1333 

examons,,  affidav.,  &c.,  sworn  abroad  under  Sup.  Ct.  Rules, 

Ord,  xxxviii .        17 

"  deliverances  "  under  Bkptcy.  Act  for  Scotl 18 

record,  to  be  admissible,  must  in  general  be  finally  completed  .    .    1334 

e  g.,  indictment,  indorsed  true  bill,  ina,dmissible 1334 

so,  Nisi  Prius  record,  with  postea  indorsed,  to  prove  verdict  .    1335 

record  need  not  be  enrolled  on  parchment 1335 

minutes  of  judg.  admissible,  where  formal  record  never  drawn  up    1335 

e.g.,  minutes  of  judgment  on  journals  of  House  of  Lords  .    .    1335 

book  of  Clerk  of  Peace,  in  which  removal  orders  entered   .    1336 

min.  of  Eccl.  Cts.,  Cts.  Baron,Sheriffs'  Cts.,  Mayors'  Cts.,  &c.  1336 

when  record  admissible,  though  not  finally  completed    .    .    .  1337,  1338 

1.  if  former  trial  before  same  court  at  same  sittings 1337 

2.  if  rec.  when  required  as  evid.,   cannot  have  been  formally 

compl 1337 

3.  if  object  merely  to  establish  fact  that  trial  has  been  had  1337, 1330 
e.g.,  to  let  in  testimony  of  witness  since  deceased 1338 

to  support  indictment  against  him  for  perjury     .        .    .    1338 

how  much  of  the  proceedings  must  be  proved 1338 

record  may  be  alone  proved,  if  object  merely  to  prove  its  existence  .   1338 
preliminary  proceedings  necessary  to  be  proved,  if  record  relied  on  as 

proof  of  facts  therein  stated I339 

what  preliminary  proceedings  must  be  proved  in  giving  evidence:— 

of  decrees  in  Chancery 1339 
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of  judgments  of  Eccles.  Courts,  and  Admir.  Division  1339, 1340 
of  late  Insol.  Debt.  Ct.  and  other  inferior  Cts.  1340 

of  depositions  in  Chan,  taken  under  old  law 1340 

under  new  system    .    .        1341 

if  ancient 1345 

of  depositions  under  special  coinmissions        .        .  1341,  1342 
-  proof  of  transmission  of  depositions       .        ...        1342 

of  inquisitions,  surveys,  extents,  &c 1343 

of  examinations  by  commiss.  or  examiners 1342 

of  awards 1343,  1344 

of  awards  by  public  officers  .  1344 

of  depositionsin  bankruptcy 447 

of  ancient  records  1345 

proof  of  writs  and  warrants  ....  1346 

of  orders  or  certificates  of  judges ....  1347 

of  summons  and  process  in  County  Courts       1350 

of  process  in  Courts  of  Summary  Jurisdiction    .        .    .  1350 

of  process  in  High  Courts  .  1348 

of  rules  of  Supreme  Court .    .  .    .  1351 

of  rules  of  inferior  courts 1351' 

e.  g. ,  of  late  Insol  vent  Debtors' Court 1351 

of  exam,  of  pris.  taken  by  Js.  or  coron.   (See  Confess)  763 — 769,  1343 
of  deposit,  of  witn.  takenbyjs.  or  coron.  (See  DeposiY. )  433,  445,  1343 

ofprobate  of  wills 392,393,1351—1353 

of  letters  of  administration       .    .  ...  1353 

proof  of  official  register        .  ■  .  ....        1354 

why  admissible 1354 

must  be  suQh  as  law  requires  to  be  kept  for  public  benefit  .    .    1.354 

what  are  not  official  registers 1354,  1355 

enumeration  of  official  registers     .        .  1357 — 1359 

foreign  and  colonial  registers 1356 

entries  must  be  made  promptly  by  proper  person  in  proper  mode  1357 

what  regist.  and  public  docs,  must  be  proved  by  originals  1359 — 1363 

may  be  proved  by  examined  or  certified  copies  under  Ld. 

Brougham's  Act.     (See  Copy)  405,  1364—1367 
by  certified  copies  under  special  Acts.  (See 

Copy) 1367—1379 

proof  of  certificates.     (See  Certificates) 1382—1403 

of  enrolment  of  deeds,  &c.     {See  Enrolment)  .    .     .        .1403 — 1410 

of  judgment  mortgages  in  Ireland 1410 

of 'by-laws.     (See  By-laws) 1411—1416 

admissibility  and  effect  of  public  records  and  documents: —     .    .  1416 

of  recitals  in  statutes  and  proclamations  .        .        .  1416 

in  private   Acts .  1417 

of  Queen's  speech  on  opening  Parliament     .    .  1417 

of  addresses  of  either  House  to  Crown    .  .  ...  1417 

of  journals  of  either  House 1417 

of  journals  of  committee  of  privileges 1417 

of  foreign  declarations  of  war  sent  to  Secretary  of  State    .  1418 

of  diplomatic  correspondence 1418 

of  Government  Gazette.     {See  Gazette)    .  .    .  .1418—1421 

admissibility  and  effect  of  judicial  records  and  documents. —  .  1422 — 1503 

judgment  conclusive  against  all  the  world  of  its  existence,  date, 

and  legal  consequences  .    .  .    .  .  1422 

illustrations  of  this  rule  .  1422—1424 
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judgments  inter  alios  evid.,  where  record  matter  of  inducement   .    1424 

judgments,  when  admissibleto  protect  judge 1424 — 1427 

conclusive  of  facts  stated.even  those  neces.  to  give  jurisdiction  1424 — 1427 

this  rule  does  not  protect  justices  acting  ministerially  .    1427 

e.  g.,  justice  issuing  warrant  of  distress  to  enforce  rate    .    .    .        1427 

judgment,  when  admissible  to  bind  opponent  on  facts  determined  1428 

1.  judgments  in  rem: — .        .  .        .  1428 — 1436 

such  judgments  defined        ....  .        .    1428 

what  are  not     .  .    .    1429 

what  are 1430,  1431 

how  far  conclusive  without  being  pleaded       1428 

how  far  binding  upon  strangers    .  .  1431 — 1433 

conclusive  in  civil  cases  of  facts  adjudicated,  unless  want  of 

jurisdiction,  fraud,  or  collusion  be  proved 1431 

but  not  of  facts  on  which  adjudication  rests,  if  such  facts  put 

directly  in  issue  in  subsequent  suit       1433 

conclusive  on  parties  of  facts  directly  in  issue  and  determined    1433 

effect  of  conflicting .  .    .    1434 

are  they  binding  in  criminal  cases?  .  1435,  1436 

^.  judgments  inter  paries: —  .    .  ...  .  1436 — 1462 

not  admissible  for  or  against  strangers 1436 

except  on  public  subject  as  evidence  of  reputation     .        .    1437 
then  binding  on  parties,  and  admissible  against  strangers    1437 
always  admissible  against  parties  or  privies  .  .        1437 

not  conclusive  unless  pleaded  as  estoppel  1438 

but  cogent  evidence,  and  why     .    .    .  1438 

where  two  suits  on  different  principles         .  .    1438 

who  are  parties  within  this  rule  .    .  .  1439 

all  individually  named  in  record 1439 

prochein  amy  of  infant  not  a  party,  but  infant  is  .  1439 

where  person  sui  juris  made  party  without  consent  .  .    .    1439 

how  such  pervson  should  proceed  on  hearing  of  action  .  .  1439,  1440 
are  persons,  on  whose  behalf  action  brought  or  defended,  parties?  1440 
who  are  privies  within  this  rule  .  .  .    .    ]  441 

who  are  not     ...        ; .  1445,  1446 

where  privy  has  been  witness  in  former  suit    ...  ...    1443 

judgment  against  one  joint  debtor  admissible  for  other   .  1443,  1444 
maybe  pleaded  and  proved  in  bar  withoutsatisfaction  1443 
judgment  and  satisfaction  against  one  joint  and  several  debtor, 

may  be  pleaded  as  estoppel  by  other  .  1444 

pendency  of  action  on  joint  contr.  or  tresp. ,  effect  of,  on  sec.  suit  1444 
judgment  when  admissible  for  garnishee     .        .  .1444,1445 

crim.  prosecution  inadmissible  in  civil  action  1445,  1446 

unless  admiss.  as  evidence  of  reputation  ...        .    1445 
judgment  in  civil  action  inadmissible  in  crim.  prosecution  .    .    1446 
record  of  principal's  convict,  inadmiss.  on  trial  of  accessory   .    1446 
■  verdict  for  or  agst.  tenant  for  life  not  evid.for  or  agst.reversioner  1446 

verdict  against  lessee  not  evid.  against  lessor 1446 

when  record  conclusive  as  an  admission    .  .  .    .        1446 

judgment  on  plea  of  guilty  evid.  against  prisoner  in  civil  ac- 

.   tio°        1447 

judgment  must  have  decided  point  in  issue  in  second  suit  .  .  1447 
the  two  actions  needs  not  be  in  same  form,  if  issues  the  same  1447 

identity  of  writs  immaterial,  if  issues  different 1447 

illustrations ,    1448 1451 
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pltff.  in  1st  suit  may  be  deft,  in  2nd,  if  points  in  dispnte  the 

1      same 1451 

defendant  after  pleading  set-off,  bringing  action  for  demand  .    1452 
judgment,  when  not  conclusive  in  cross-action       .    .    .  1452 

if  suits  merely  relate  to  same  transaction  or  property  .        .        1452 

running-down  cases 1452 

test  of  admissibility,  will  same  evidence  sustain  both  actions  ?  1 453 
plaintiffs  cannot  split  their  demands     ...  .    .    1454 

illustrationsau  superior  courts  1454,  1455 

in  County  Courts 1455,  1456 

judgment  on  one  indictment,  when  conclusive  on  second  1456 — 1462 
indictment  for  burglary  and  stealing  goods  of  A.,  no  bar  to  in- 
dictment for  burglary  and  stealing  B. 's  goods     .    .        .  1457 
burglary  and  stealing — burglary  with  intent  to  steal    .        .        1457 
larceny — obtaining  same  goods  under  false  pretences    ....    1457 

other  examples    .        .    .  1457 — 1460 

acquittal  for  murder,  2nd  indictment  for  manslaughter   .        .    1460 
indict,    for  comp.   offence,   2nd  indict,    simple  off.   included 

therein       .        .    .    .- .        ...        1460 

indict,   for  simple  offence,  2nd  indict,  for  compound  offence 
including  the  former  .  .        .        .....    1 460,  1461 

how  to  act,  if  indict,  for  simple  offence  preferred  by  mistake     1461 
rules  applicable  to  judgments  in  rem  and  inter  partes: —         .    .    .    1462 — 1474 

1.  judgments  not  evid.  of  matters  collateral  or  to  be  inferred  1462 

2.  judgment  inadmissible  against  stranger  on  proof  of  fraud        .    1464 

is  it  admissible  against  innocent  party?  .    .    .    1464 

admissible  against  guilty  party?    ....      1464,  1465 

3.  judgment  inadmissible  on  proof  of  want  of  jurisdiction  .  1465 — 1469 

what  offences  not  cognisable  at  Quarter  Sessions   .  '        1466 

summary  convictions,  want  of  jurisdiction 1467 

adjudication  must  disclose  facts  sufiScient  to  give  jurisdiction  1467 

illustrations ...  1468 

facts  showing  jurisdiction,  when  implied     .  .  1469 

4.  judgments  inadmissible,  unless  final 1470 

when  not  on  merits 1470 

orders  of  removal  quashed  not  on  merits .  1471 

judgments  inadinissible,  on  proof  of  reversal  .  .  1472 

effect  of  pendency  of  writ  of  error  or  an  appeal 1472 

effect  of  judgments  will  sometimes  vary,  as  pronounced  in 
favour  of  one  or  other  party  ...  .  .    .    1472 

admissibility  and  effect  of  foreign  judgments: —  .        .  1474 — 1491 

term  includes  those  of  Irish,   Scotch,   colonial,   and  foreign 

courts 1474 

how  far  rules  identical  with  those  governing  home  judgments  1474 

proof  of  jurisdiction  of  foreign  tribunals 1475 

how  far  necessary  to  plead  facts  showing  jurisdiction,  when 
relying  on  judgment  as  an  estoppel  or  justification  ....    1475 

jurisdiction  of  foreign  prize  courts     .        .......  1475 

of  foreign  courts  on  questions  of  marriage  and 

divorce 1476 

of  foreign  courts  over  real  property  in  this  country  1477 
what  plea  to  jurisdiction  of  foreign  court,  must  contain  1477,  1478 
foreign  judgments  repugnant  to  justice  ....      1478,  1479 

or  obviously  erroneous 1478,  1479 
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want  of  notice  of  foreign  suit  ....  1480 

foreign  judgments  in  rem,  when  conclusive: — 1481     1484 

foreign  courts  of  Admiralty,  on  questions  of  prize     .    .      1481,1482 

foreign  sentences  as  to  marriage  or  divorce 1482 

as  to  guardianship 1483 

as  to  bankruptcy  and  insolvency    ....        1483 

powers  of  guardians  strictly  local       1483 

effect  of  foreign  probates  or  letters  of  administration     .  1484 

they  do  not  entitle  parties  to  sue  here  ......  .    -        1484 

foreign  judgments,  inter  partes,  when  pleaded  as  a  defence: —   .  1484 

1.  when  adverse  to  party  bringing  second  action 1485 

2.  when  in  his  favour,  and  he  has  decl.  ag.  on  orig.  cause  of  act  1485, 1486 
foreign  judgments  inter  paries,  when  sued  upon: —  ...        .    1486 — 1491 

when  such  judgments  may  be  sued  upon     ...  .  .    1486 

are  they  conclusive  when  sued  upon? 1487 

foreign  judgment  conclusive  if  it  comes  collaterally  in  question  1490 
does  not  merge  original  cause  of  action  1490 

admissibility  and  effect  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy .    .    1491 

effect  of  publication  in  Gazette  of  order  of  adjudication         1320,  1491 

of  receiving  order      .  1320,  1491 

of  certific.  of  appointmt.  of  trustee         .    .  ...  1492 

of  order  releasing  trustee  .    ...  1492 

of  order  of  discharge  of  bankrupt       1492 

of  certif  of  Off.  Rec.  that  Ct.  has  approved  of  compos,  or 

scheme .        1491 

of  certific.  of  facts  by  President  of  B.  of  Trade    .    .    .  1492 

admiss.  and  eflf.  under  old  syst.  of  ans.,  demur,  aud  pleas  in  Chan.  .    1493 

of  bills  in  Chancery 1493.1494 

of  depositions 1494 

of  judge's  orders,  as  a  bar  to  fresh  summons         1494,  1495 
of  dismissal  of  affiliation  summons  by  justices    .  1495 

of  awards 1 496 

of  probates  on  trials  relating  to  realty       .    .        1497 — 1500 
notice  of  proving  devise  by  probate  must  be  given     1499 
of  orders  of  late  Poor  Law  Bd.  or  of  Loc.  Grov.  Bd.  on 
ques.  touching  settlem.,  removal,  and  charge  of 

paupers 1500 

of  denoting   stamps    af&xed  by  Commiss.  of  Inland 

Rev 1500,  1501 

of  recitals  in  judicial  documents  1501 

of  orders  under  Trustee  Act,  1850 1501 

of  orders  under  Irish  Encumbered  Estates  Act  1501 

of  writs  of  fi.  ia.  .  .    .  .  .  1502 

of  inquisitions     .    .        .  1503 

of  Domesday-book 1503 

of  visitation  books  at  Heralds'  College  1504 

of  Down  survey 1505 

of  Ordnance  survey  in  Ireland         .  ...  1505 

of  old  surveys  and  maps  .    .        .    .  1505 

of  terriers  .  .    .    1506 

of  returns  from  incumbents  of  livings    .    .  ...    1506 

of  court  rolls        1506,  1507 

admissibility  and  effect  of  offic.  registers  and  public  docu: —  1354,  1507 — 1518 

of  registers  of  marriage  .  1507 

of  registers  of  baptism    ....  .  .    .  1507 

of  births  and  deaths  .        ...  1508 

of  patents  .  ....  1509 

'4634) 


INDEX.  1763 

PAGE 

PUBLIC  EECORDS  AND  BOCVME^TS— continued. 

of  books  of  public  prisons         1509 

of  log-books  of  men  of  war 1509 

of  books  of  Sick  and  Hurt  Oflfice,  and  muster-books  of  Navy- 
Office  1509 

whatevid.  of  identity  of  person  named,  necessary  1510 
of  land  tax  assessments  .    .  .  .  .  '    1510 

or  metropolitan  valuation  lists        .  .  1510 

of  Irish  Poor-Law  valuations 1510 

of  rate-books  of  Irish  poor-law  unions 1510 

of  bank-books,  vestry-books      1511 

of  documents  relating  to  parliamentary  or  municinal  elections  1511 
of  books  of  Metrop.  Board  of  Works   ..  ..".  ..1511 

of  register  of  ships      .        1512 

of  log-books  kept  under  Merchant  Shipping  Act 1512 

of  registers  of  members  under  Companies  Act         1512 

of  Metropolitan  Carriage  licences 1513 

of  nominal  securities,  under  Local  Loans  Act     .        1512 

ofcopyright  .        ,  1513 

of  orders  under  Contag.  Diseases  (Animals)  Act 1513 

of  memorials  filed  by  banking  co-partnerships        1513 

of  books  of  corporations        1514,  1515 

of  entries  of  proceedings  of  conipanies,  commiss.,  trustees,  &c.  1514 

mode  of  signing  books  of  proceedings 1515 

of  minutes  of  proceedings  of  municipal  corporations  .    .    .    .        1516 
of  loc.  bds.  Tinder  Pub.  Health  Act, 

1875   ....  1516 

of  certificates.     (See  Certificates)  .  .  1382—1403,  1516 

of  public  histories  and  chronicles 1517,1518 

of  local  histories,  peerages,  army-lists,  clergy-lists,  courlrguides, 

&c ...  .  .  1518 

of  medical  registers  .        .  1398 

of  law  lists   .  .  .    .  1399 

PUBLIC  EIGHTS, reputation  admiss.  as  to.   (See  Public  &  Gen.  Interest)  537—559 
PUBLIC  RUMOUR,  evidence  of,  when  admissible   .    .  .    .  514 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  ACT,  1878.    (See  TabU  St.  31  &  32  V.,  c.  118  ;  see  also 
Endowed  Schools  Act) 

presumption  in  favour  of  requisitions  of 91 

PUBLIC  STORES,  posson.  of,  raise  presump.  of  guilt,  when         .    .    .  349,  350 
PUBLIC  WORKS  in  Eng.  or  Ireland,  seal  of  commiss.  of,  judic.  noticed      19 

orders  of  commiss.  of,  how  proved  , 1376 

PUBLIC  WORSlilP  REGULATION  ACT,  1874.    (See  Table  St.  37  &  38  V. 
c.  85) 

attendance  of  witnesses  under,  how  enforced  1098 

PUBLICAN.     (See  Victualler) 

PUBLICATION  of  libel  by  agent,  when  principal  responsible  for     .    .  136,  779 

of  former  libels,  when  admissible  to  prove  malice 322,323 

mode  of,  in  action  for  libel,  evidence  of  animus  324 

of  by-laws  of  railway  company,  how  proved       .  .    .       1411,1412 

of  rates,  when  presumed  .  ...  167,  168 

PUNISHMENT,  witn.  not  bound  to  answer  questions  tending  to  subject 

him  to 1242—1254 

dopum.  tending  to  subject  witness  to,  he  is  not  compellable  to  pro- 
duce      1253 

PURCHASER,  admissions  by  vendor  after  sale,  not  evidence  against    687,  688 
encouraged  by  owner  to  buy  land  of  another,shall  hold  against  owner    724 
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when  title  of,  cannot  be  disputed  by  vendor    ....  .    .      728 

when  bound  by  judgment  against  vendor .        1442 

tenant  agreeing  to  become,  does  not  surrender  his  lease  .    ,  860 
of  property  in  his  own  name,  trustee  for  party  paying  purchase- 
money    868 

exceptions  to  this  doctrine  of  resulting  trusts  .  868 

PURCHASERS'  PROTECT.  ACT  requires  registra.  of  life  annuit.  &  rent^ 

char ...  958 

PURCHASING  PEACE,  offers  made  for,  when  inadmissible     ....  678,  688 
caution  respecting  such  offers  .  690 

PUTATIVE  FATHER,  declarations  of  inadmiss.  in  question  of  pedigree    568 
competent  witness  in  affiliation  case  .  ....        1154 

PUTTING  OFF  trial.     (See  Postponement  of  Trial) 
counterfeit  coin.     (See  Coin) 

QUAKERS,  afiarmation  by 1181 

so,  by  persons  who  have  been  Quakers  .    .        .    .    1181. 
what  registers  of,  in  custody  of  Registrar-Gen.        .  ...    1291 

admissibility  of  registers  of  marriages  of     .    .  .        .  1507 

QUALIFICATION,  proof  of,  when  dispensed  with  by  opponent's  admis.     694 
in  proceed,  agst.  persons  for  acting  witht. ,  proof  of,  lies  on  them  349 — 352,254 

QUALIFYING  WITNESSES  to  give  evidence,  costs  of,  when  allowed        1057 

QUALITY  allegations  of,  usually  immaterial  .    .  281 

warranty  of,  when  implied  in  sale  of  goods     .  .    .        1004 — 1006 

QUANTITY,  allegations  of,  usually  immaterial  .  .  ...      278 

QUARRELS  admissible  as  evid.  of  malice  on  indictment  for  murder  327 

QUARTER  SESSIONS,  jurisdiction  of,  in  criminal  matters   .  .    1466 

may  amend  criminal  proceedings ...  .      257 

appeal  to  Queen's  Bench  from,  confined  to  questions  of  law   ...        64 

record  of,  in  criminal  matters,  how  proved 1318 

on  removal  orders,  provable  by  book  of  Clerk  of  peace  1335, 1336 
judgment  of,  on  orders  of  removal,  when  conclusive     .        .        .    .    1431 

when  not  conclusive  .  .  1471,  1472 
certain  documents  deposited  among  records  of,  how  proved  .  .  .  1324 
attendance  of  witnesses  before,  how  enforced  .  .  .  1047 — 1049,  1079 
witnesses  attending  before,  privileged  from  arrest  1130 

QUEEN.     (See  Grown,  Sovereign) 

QUEEN  ANNE'S  BOUNTY,  returns  by  parson  to  governor  of,  admiss.  .    1506 

QUEEN'S  BENCH  DIV.     (See  Revenue  Side  of  Q.  B.  Div.) 

appeal  to,  from  Quart.  Sess.  confined  to  points  of  law       .        ...        64 

QUEEN'S  PRISON,  Hollo  way 'prison  now  regarded  as        20 

that  it  is  situated  in  England,  will  be  judicially  noticed     ....        24 

QUESTION.     (See  Answer,  Leading  Question) 

confession  obtained  by,  not  inadmissible  .        .  756 

QUIET  ENJOYMENT,  covenant  for,  implied  in  lease 1001 

QUINTILIAN,  his  advice  as  to  cross-examination  .        ...    1220 

QUI  SENTIT  COMMODUM,  SENTIRE  DEBET  ET  ONUS,  application 

of  maxim  to  privies  .        .  .  .  .  .113 

QUI  TAM  ACTION,  within  what  time  it  must  be  brought  .  97,  98 

defendant  admissible  witness  in  ....  ....    1153 

QUO  WARRANTO,  judgm.  of  ouster  in,  against  incumbent,  binding  on 

claimants  under  him 1442 

inspection  of  documents  to  support,  when  allowed 1288 
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RAILWAYS.     (See  Ji!.  jS/ocA:  Cos.)  evid.  of  Geo.  SteTenson  respecting  .    .        82 

liabilities  of  provisional  committeemen  722 

by-laws  of,  how  proved 1366  1411,  1412 

inspectors  of,  and  Commissioners,  can  enforce  attend,  of  witn.    .    .    1123 

inspection  of  accounts  of  railway  companies 1295, 1296 

of  other  books  of  such  companies       1294,  1295 

orders  and  documents  of  abolished  Commiss.  of,  how  proved  .    .        1360 
of  Board  of  Trade  respecting,  how  proved  .    1361 
plans  &  books  of  refer,  of,  deposited  with  Clerks  of  Peace,  how  in- 
spected .    1299 
how  proved    1377 
modification  of  works  on,  how  authorized  by  certificates   .        .    .    1397 
proof  and  effect  of  certificates  to  modify  construction  of  work  1397,  1398 
must  pay  surgeon  for  attend,  their  servant  though  verbally  engaged      840 
RAILWAY  AND  CANAL  TRAFFIC  ACT.  (See   Table  St.  17  &  18  V.  c.  31) 

contracts  under,  when  valid 938 

RAILWAY  COMMISSIONERS,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 12 

signatures  of,  require  no  proof  .                       1361 

may  enforce  attendance  of  witnesses  ....                   ....  1123 

may  send  notices  through  post  .  .  ....    198,  199 

RAILWAY  COS.  SECURITIES  ACT,  1866.     (See  Table  St.  29  &  30  V. 
c.  108) 

authorises  inspection  of  Comp.'s  books  in  certain  cases 1296 

RAILWAY  DEBENTURE  STOCK, 

not  an  interest  in  lands  within  Stat,  of  Frauds 891 

not  included  in  term  "  debentures  "  in  will 185 

RAILWAYS  REGULATION  ACT,  1871.     (See  Table  St.  34  &  35  V. ,  c.  78) 

RAPE,  boy  under  14  cannot  commit .               ...  127 

or  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit 127 

may  be  principal  in  second  degree  .                   .    .  127 

girl  under  12  cannot  consent  to  sexual  intercourse 127 

consent  of  girl  between  12  and  13  reduces  felony  to  misdemeanor  127 
on  charge  of  carnal  knowl.  of  girl  betwn.  10  &  iS,  costs  of  witn. 

allowed .                   .        .  1063 

presumptive  evidence  against,  anecdote 231 

acquittal  of  prisoner  as  principal  in,  no  bar  to  indict,  for  aiding 

others 1458 

acquittal  on  charge  of,  no  bar  to  indict,  for  assault  with  intent  .  1458 

wife  competent  agst.  husb.,  indicted  as  accessory  to,  on  her  .  1165 
recent  complaint  by  prosecutrix,  how  far  admissible  .  .  507,  517 
bad  character  of  prosecutrix,  admissible  to  impeach  her  veracity  339,  340 

when  specific  immoral  acts  of  prosecutrix  may  be  proved  .        340,  J  232 

prosecutrix  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  immoral  conduct  .            .  1232 

RASURE.     (See  Alteration) 

RATE  cannot  be  primarily  proved  without  production  of  rate-book  .  .  381 
inspection  of,  when  demandable,  and  how  obtained  .  .    .  1269, 1276 

what  presumptions  recognized  in  favour  of  .  167 

when  action  lies  against  just,  for  issuing  distress^ warrant  on  invalid    1427 

RATE-BOOK,  how  proved  in  the  case  of  highway  rates  .  167,  381,  1366 

how  proved  in  the  case  of  poor-rates  ".  .  ....      168 

admissibility  and  effect  of  .        .  .    .  167,1511 

RATEABLE  ABATEMENT  of  legacies,  doctrine  of     .  182 

RATED  INHABITANTS.     (See  Inhabitants) 

RATIFICATION  after  full  age  of  promise  by  infant  is  void.  (See  Infant)  932 
of  unauthorised  act  of  agent  by  principal,  effect  of  ...    .  535,  845,  947 
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READING  OF  DOCUMENT,  rule  as  to  reading  whole  ....     644—648,  960 

by  witn.  to  refresh  his  memory.     (See  Memory)      1198 — 1206 

by  opponent,  when  he  must  put  it  in 1204 — 1206 

EEADY-FUENISHED  HOUSE,  what  is  implied  in  demise  of  .        .    .        1002 
REAL  PROPERTY  LIMITATION  ACTS,  1833, 1874.     (See  Table  St.Z&i 
W.  4,  c.  27,  and  37  &  38  V.  c.  57,  and  Limitations) 

REALITY,  presumption  as  to  ownership'  of,  from  possession 148 

in  contracts  for  sale  of,  what  incidents  are  annexed 1000 

in  demise  of,  what  incidents  are  annexed 1001 

in  this  country,  how  affected  by  foreign  judgments 1477 

will  affecting,  provable  by  probate,  when 1497 — 1500 

REASONABLE  belief,  care,  cause,  hours,  notice,  suspicion,  time,  how  far 
question  for  j  udge  or  for  jury.     (See  Iihmetions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 
time,  presumption  as  to,  when  contract  is  silent  .  .    .  1 96 

REBUTTINa  AN  EQUITY  means  the  rebutting  presumptions  raised  by 

equity  against  apparent  intention  of  instrument 1042 

instances  of  such  presumption  : — 

legacies  not  cumulative,  when  sums  and  motives  correspond  .  .  .  1042 
against  double  portions,  when  child  provided  for  by  settlem.  and  will  1043 
that  portionm.  of  legatee  by  parent  is  ademption  pro  tanto  of  legacy    1043 

that  debt  due  from  testator  is  satisfied  by  legacy 1043,  1044 

that  purchaser  is  trustee  for  party  paying  purchase-money  .  .  1044 
parol  evid.  and  declons.  of  intention  admiss.  to  rebut  an  equity  .  1042 
may  be  met  by  counter-parol  evid.  to  fortify  presumption   .        .        1044 

but  such  evidence  inadmissible  in  first  instance 1044 

distinction  between  legal  presump.  and  rules  of  contsruction  1045,  1046 

the  former  may  be  rebutted,  and  if  so,  supported  by  parol  evid.      .    1046 

with  the  latter  no  evidence  receivable  on  either  side  .        .        .  1046 

RECALLING  WITNESSES,  judge  has  discretionary  power  of  .  1262 

when  he  will  or  will  not  exercise  such  power 1263 

RECEIPT,  thirty  years  old,  requires  no  proof .    .        .      112 

though  given,  oral  evidence  of  payment  admissible 385 

in  general  only  primft  facie  evidence  of  payment  ....     654,  736,  965 

when  conclusive  evidence 724 

of  payment  indorsed  on  mortgage,  effect  of,  in  certain  cases       .    .      865 

of  payment  indorsed  on  deed,  not  an  estoppel        118 

aliter,  if  payment  stated  in  operative  part  of  deed  .    ,  118 

unstamped,  may  be  consulted  to  refresh  memory  1203 

of  goods,  that  will  take  case  out  of  St.  Frauds 895—900 

for  last  quarter's  rent,  prima  facie  evid.  of  antecedents  payments  193 
on  pt.  paym.,  indorsed  by  payee  on  bond  or  specialty,  effect  of,  on 

St.  of  Limit ,  .    .        .   187,  605—611 

on  bill  or  note,  effect  of,  on  same  Stat.    .    .      606 
by  decea.  agent,  &c.,  when  admiss.  as  agst.  interest.  (See  Interest) 

598—600 

RECEIVER,  entries  against  interest  made  by  deceased,  admissible  .    .    .      591 

how  far  necessary  in  such  case  to  prove  appointment    .        .    .        .      599 

of  stolen  property,  not  affected  by  confession  of  thief  .  .    .  778 

how  far  affected  by  acquittal  of  thief 1446 

acquitted  of  receiving  goods  from  A.  B.,  may  be  indicted  for  re- 
ceiving goods  generally .  1458 

married  woman  cannot  be  convicted  of  receiving  from  husband  .  210 
possession  of  other  stolen  property,  how  far  evid.  against       .    .  326   327 

guilty  knowledge  of,  when  presumed '  320 

count  for  receiv.  stolen  prop,  may  be  joined  with  count  for  steal  317,  318 

appointed  by  foreign  court,  whether  recognised  here I477 
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EECENT  COMPLAINTS,  proof  of,  how  far  admissible       517,  518 

RECENT  POSSESSION  of  stolen  property  raises  presumption  of  guilt  .      161 
such  presumption  sometimes  erroneous  .    .  83,  84 


what  amounts  to 


161, 162 


EECIPEOCITY,  necessary  element  in  estoppel 121,  707,  1436 

rule  of,  when  testimony  given  in  former  trial  is  tendered  .    .    .  426,  427 

RECITALS  in  deed,  how  far  party  estopped  by 119—121 

when  evidence  of  meaning  of  words  in  deeds     .  ....      961 

in  writs  and  warrants,  when  unneccessary 107 

admiss.  and  effect  of,  in  statutes  and  proclamations      .  .    ,    1416 

in  private  Acts    ...  ....    1417 

in  judicial  documents 1501 

in  family  deeds,  as  evid.  in  cases  of  pedigree    573 

in  deeds  and  leases,  as  evid.  of  reputation  .      549 

of  deeds  in  other  deed,  when  waiver  of  call,  attest,  witn.  to  former    1570 

when  formal  may  be  contradicted  by  parol  .  .  979 

RECOGNITION  of  relationship  by  family  conduct,  admiss.  in  pedig.  cases     571 

of  unauthorised  acts  of  agent  by  principal  .    .  947 

of  official'  charac.  of  opponent  by  treating  him  as  entitled  thereto  693 — 

696 

RECOGNIZANCE,  witn.  made  to  attend  by.  (See  Attend,  of  Witness)  1047—1050 

within  what  time  debt  or  scire  facias  npon,  must  be  brought  97,  937 

taken  out  of  St.  of  Limit,  by  writ,  acknowledg.  on  part  paym.  607,  937 

RECOLLECTION.     (See  Memory) 

RECORD  OFFICE,  in  England  or  Ireland,  present  repositories  of  1268 

seal  of  judicially  noticed ...        12 

enumeration  of  records  deposited  in  .    .        .  1268 — 1270 

regulation  as  to  inspection  of  them  and  fees  .        1267 

have  the  public  the  right  to  inspect  them  ?  .    .  .  1267 

records  in,  how  proved 1310 

RECORD  OF  TITLE  OF  LANDED  ESTATES  CO  CRT  IN  IRELAND, 

seal  of,  judicially  noticed ...        11 

RECORD  OF  TITLE  ACT,  IR.,  1865.  (See  Table  St.  28  &  29  V.,  c.  88) 

RECORD  OFFIOE  OF  SEAMEN.     (See  Seaman) 

RECORDS,  when  amendable  in  criminal  cases.     (See  Amendment)    .    256 — 260 

in  actions 235 — 255 

inspection,  proof,  admiss.,  and  effect  of  (See  Pub.  Bee.  &  Docums.) 

of  courts  of  justice  are  presumed  correct     .  ....  .  108, 109 

jury  cannot  examine,  to  give  opinion  as  to  erasures 65 

on  indict,  for  stealing  or  destroying,  unnecess.  to  allege  property  287,  288 

RECORDERS  are  restrained  from  trying  what  offences  1466 

RECOVERY  OF  LAND,  in  actions  for,  pltfif.  must  rely  on  his  own  title      150 

in  action  for,  possession  sufBcient  title  against  wrong-doer      .    .    .      150 

how  defendant  may  entitle  himself  to  begin  .    .  .    .    356 — 358 

deft,  may  refuse  to  answer  interrogs.  when  his  answer  would 

incur  forfeiture  of  his  lease .        .    .      481 

.  judgmt.  evid.  for  or  agst.  plaintiff  in  action  for  mesne  profits     1448,  1449 

in  second  action  for  same  premises  agst.  same  deft.      1441 

RECRIMINATION,  how  far  allowed  in  discrediting  witnesses         .  1259, 1260 

RECTIFICATION,  of  instrum.  when  allowed  in  equity  .    .  970,  971 

RECTOR.     (See  Parson) 

RE-EXAMINATION  of  witnesses.     (See  Witnesses)    .   ' 1260—1262 

of  accused  by  justices  may  be  postponed  for  a  reasonable  time  .    .  49,  50 
REFEREE.     (See  Arbitrator,  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 
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EEFERENCE.     (See  Award.) 

by  one  instrument  to  another,  effect  of 876,  877 

by  signed  letter  to  mem.  of  agreem.,  satisfies  St.  of  Frauds,  when     875 

by  will  to  other  writings,  effect  of .      910,  1031 

to  third  person  for  information.     (See  Admissions) 668 

EEFOEMATOEY  SCHOOLS,  certificate  of,  how  proved 1388 

rules  of,  how  proved 1374, 1375 

warrant  of  detention  in,  how  proved     .    .    1377 

REFOEM-ATOEY  SCHOOLS  ACT,  1866.  (See  Table  St.  29  &  30  V.,  c.  117) 

REFORMING  WRITINGS,  when  action  lies  for  970,  971 

REFRESHING  MEMORY  of  judge,  as  to  matters  judicially  noticed  .  .  27 
of  witness.  (See  Memory)  ...  .  1198—1206 
of  expert.     (See  Experts,  Memory)    .        1214 — 1216 

REFUSAL.     (See  Demand  and  Refusal) 

REGIMENTAL  BOOKS,  records  in,  proof  and  admiss.  of    .  .  1374 

REGIMENTAL   EQUIPMENTS  AND  STORES,   possession  of,  raises 

presumption  of  guilt,  when  ...  351 

REGISTERS,  public,  what  are      .        .  ...    1357—1359 

what  are  not 1354 — 1357 

inspeo.  of,  when  allowed.     (See  Pub.  Bee.  &  Doeums.,  Copy)  1290 — 1298, 

1300 

entries  in,  how  proved  .        .  ,    405,1359 

admissibility  and  effect  of 1507 — 1513 

of  births,  baptisms,  marriages,  deaths  and  burials.  (See  those  Titles) 
under  Burials  Act,  1864,  only  ev.  of  burials  entered  therein  .    .    .    1515 

how  proved  1368 

of  marriages  in  Ionian  Islands  now  depos.  with  Registrar-Gen.         1293 

of  medical  men,  admissibility  and  effect  of 1398 

of  veterinary  surgeons  .    .  1399 

of  pharmaceutical  chemists,  and  chem.  and  druggists,  how  proved     1398 

of  dentists 1398 

of  sea  fishing  boats,  admissibility  and  effect  of  .  .        .  1512 

of  British  ship,  admissibility  and  effect  of      .  .    .  1512 

of  licenses  under  Licensing  Act,  proof  and  effect  of     »  .        .  1372 

REGISTER-OFFICE,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed  .    .        .  ....  11 

affidavits  used  in,  when  taken  or  sworn  abroad,  how  proved  ...        18 
registers  of,  how  proved  ....  1367,  1370 

EEGISTEEED  LETTEE,  notices  under  Bkptcy.  Act  must  be  sent  by,  when     198 
what  summonses,  warrants,  &c.,  may  in  Scot,  be  executed  by      .      198 

REGISTRARS  OF  BANKRUPTCY  COURTS,  sign,  of,  judicially  noticed       19 

REGISTRAR  OF  COUNTY  COURTS.     (See  County  Courts) 

EEGISTEAE  OF  DESIGNS,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed.     (See  Designs)  .        12 

EEGISTEAR  IN  LUNACY  may  give  office  copies  of  what  documents        1376 

REGISTRAR  OF  SEAMEN.     (See  Seaman) 

REGISTRATION.     (See  Enrolment,   Certificates) 

of  assurances  of  lands  in  Ireland,  seal  of,  judic.  noticed  ...  11 

of  life  annuities  and  rent-charges,  when  necessary 958 

of  deeds  and  wills  in  Yorkshire  and  Middlesex,  permissive       .  958,  959 

how  proved .        1402 

of  companies  under  old  Joint-Stock  Cos.  Act,  how  proved  .    .    .  386 

of  chapels  for  marriages,  when  presumed        .      164 

of  trade  marks.     (See  46  &  47  V.,  c.  57)  ...  ...    1392 

medical  men  must  prove,  when  .  ....  .  192 

can  prove  how  .    .  1398 
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REGISTRATION  OF  BURIALS  ACT,  1864.     (See  Burials  Act,  1864) 

REGULARITY  presumed  from  lapse  of  time 152,  153 

with  respect  to  judicial  and  official  acts  .    163 — 167 
with  respect  to  what  private  acts  .        .        168 — 171 
REGULATION  OF  RAILWAYS  ACT,  1873.     (See  36  &  37  V.  c.  48) 
REGULATIONS.     (See  Bules) 

issued  by  the  Crown,  Privy  Council,  or  any  Principal  Departm.  of 

Governm.,  how  proved    ....  .  1305 — 1308 

REJECTION  of  evidence  hy  judge  improperly,  effect  of    .  .    .1592.1593 

the  evidence  should  be  formally  tendered  to  judge    ....  1593' 

RELATIONS,  declarations  of  deceased,  admiss.  in  matters  of  pedigree  560 — 565 

parol  evidence  of  what  testator  meant  by,  inadmissible  .    .        .    .    1022 

RELATIONSHIP  of  declarant,  necessary  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .    .  560 

must  be  proved  by  evidence  independent  of  declaration  .  564 

questions  of,  are  matters  of  pedigree .    .  565 

recital  of,  in  private  Act,  cogent  evidence  of  pedigree     .    .    .  1417 

witnesses  not  incompetent  by  Scotch  law  on  ground  of       .    .  1140 

RELEASE  by  nominal  party,  effect  of,  on  real  party.  .        .  654 

remedy  of  real  party .  .    .  ....      654 

by  bankrupt's  partner,  when  void  ■    ...  .        ,    .659,660 

RELEVANCY.     (See  Issue,  Collateral  Facts) 

what  latitude  as  to,  allowable  on  cross-exam.    {See  Witnesses)  1226 — 1236 

RELIEF,  effect  of  giving,  as  to  settlement  of  pauper 697 

RELIGIOUS  BELIEF  unnecessary  in  witness.     (See  Competency)  1176 

defect  of,  never  presumed     .  ...  1177 

RELIGIOUS  WORSHIP,  certificate  of  registration  of  places  of  .    1389 

number  of  places  of,  for  dissenters  1390 

REMAINDER-MAN  not  affected  by  admissions  of  tenant  for  life  667 

title  of,  must  be  evidenced  by  deed  .        .  ...  835 

when  judgment  for  one,  evidence  for  party  next  in  succession    .    .    1442 

REMAND  of  accused  by  justices,  limited  to  what  time  49,50 

REMANET,  when  cause  made  a,  subpoena  must  be  re-sealed  and  re-served  1052 
REMOTENESS  of  evid.  ground  for  rejecting,  when    ....  .304 

REMOVAL.     (See  Settlement  of  Paupers) 

grounds  for  quashing  order  of,  may  be  shown  by  parol 1021 

ord.  of,  nnappeal,  agst.  or  confirn^.  on  appl.,  conclu.  agst.  strangers 

1434,  1472 
as  to  all  facts  stated  in  it,  necessary  to  decision      .    .        1434 
quashed  on  appeal,  conclus.  betw.  contend,  parties  alone      1473 
and  only  as  to  point  that  appellants  were  not  then  bound 

to  receive  pauper ...    1473 

when  not  a  bar  to  a  second  order  of  removal   .  .  1471,  1472 

effect  of  entry  by  sess.  that  ord.  is  quashed  "  not  on  merits  " 

1471,  1472 

may  be  defeated  by  showing  want  of  jurisdiction  in  justices  1467 

e.  g.,  by  showing  no  complaint  by  parish  officers     .    .    1467 

provable  by  book  of  Clerk  of  Peace  ....  1335,  1336 

REMUNERATION.     (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 

RENEWAL  of  writs,  how  proved 1347 

RENT,  presumption  from  payment  of  last  quarter's 196 

payment  of,  not  conclusive  admission  of  landlord's  title  .  126 

receipt  of,  when  and  how  far  proof  of  reversioner's  title  .        .        .      148 

acceptance  of,  when  confirmation  of  invalid  lease        700,  852 
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acceptance  of,  after  expiration  of  old  lease,  raises  presumption  of 

new  tenancy  from  year  to  year 494 

whether  demand  of,  is  waiver  of  notice  to  quit,  is  question  ot  fact     699 
within  what  hours  demand  or  tender  of,  must  he  made  .      46,  47 

amount  of,  cannot  he  proved  by  parol,  when  .  .        .  374 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought   ...  .  95,  96 

suing  or  distraining  for,  when  waiver  of  forfeiture  ....  698,  699 

stated  in  mendm. ,  of  lease  cannot  be  varied  by  contemp.  oral  agreem.     980 

apportionment  of .  .    .  177,  Errata 

RENT-CHARGE  must  be  registered  in  Enrol.  Depart,  of  Cent.  Ofl'. ,  when     958 

REPAIRS,  landlord  not  bound  to  do,  without  special  contract 1002 

not  done  by  landlord  under  contract,  will  not  j  usti.  tenant  in  quitting  1 002 
lease  in  Irel.  implies  agreem.  by  tenant  to  do  .  -.        1002 

certified  under  Eccl.  Dilap.  Act  .    .  .        .    .        .  1396 

REPLEADER  will  be  ordrd.   by  ct.,  where  judicial  admiss.  made  by 

mistake  ....  718 

REPLEVIN,  landlord  or  person  in  whose  right  cognis.  made,  bound  by 

judgment  in .  ...  1441 

judgment  in,  for  plaintiff,  bar  to  action  of  trespass,  when  .    .    1448 

in  action  of,  special  damages  recoverable 1448 

judgment  in.  for  deft.,  on  non-tenuit  to  avowry  for  rent,  effect  of  1449 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought  .    ., 93 

bond  now  granted  by  registrars  of  Cy.  Cts.  and  exempt  from  stamp  1571 
j  arisdiction  of  sheriffs  with  respect  to,  has  ceased  .  .    .  1571 

REPLY,  practice  as  to  calling  evidence  in  .  359 — 362; 

plff.'s  affidavits  in,  confined  to  matters  strictly  in  reply       .        .    .      361 
when  plaintiff  or  prosecutor  entitled  to  .    .  .  363,  1240,  1241 

when  Attorney-General  entitled  to    .    .  364 

this  privilege  of  Attorney-General  inexpedient  ...'....  364 
person  refusing  to,  on  question  put,  how  farevid.  of  acquiescence  705 — 707 
to  inquiries,  how  far  admiss.  to  prove  search  for  document     .    .  398,  399 

for  witness  430,468,469,514 
for  attesting   witness 

1574,  1575 

to  prove  denial  by  bankrupt       .    .  514 

REPORTS  of  inspectors  under  Companies  Act,  how  proved  ....  1371,  1372 

of  Commiss.  or  Surveyor  Gen.  of  Woods  &  Forests,  how  proved        1309 

REPOSITORY.     (See  Custody) 

REPRESENTATION,  when  law  will  infer  malicious  or  fraudl.  intent 

from  false 106 

respecting  credit,  &c.,  of  another,  must  be  by  writing  signed    .    .      933 

acted  upon,  when  it  operates  as  an  estoppel.     (See  Admissions)  718 — 729 

of  a  dramatic  piece,  what  constitutes,  question  for  jury     .    .  64 

REPRESENTATIVE.     (See  Agent,  Executor,  Administrator) 

REPUTATION,  when  admiss.  as  to  character  of  party.   (See  Character)  328—340 

of  witness.     (See  Character)  .    .  339,  1257—1262 

to  prove  marriage,  admissible 190,  514 

except  in  cases  of  adultery,  and  on  indictment  for  bigamy  190,  19l|  514 
in  matters  of  public  and  gen.  interest.  {S&ePublicand  Gen.  Int.)  537—559 

in  matters  of  pedigree.  .   (See  Pedigree) 560 — 579 

when  original  evidence 514 

verdicts,  j  udgm. ,  decrees,&c. , when  admiss. ,  as  in  nature  of  551—554  1437 

awards  inadmi.ssible  553   1495 

REQUEST  TO  EXAMINE  WITNESSES, 

may  be  issued  in  lieu  of  a  commission,  when Errata 
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EES  GESTiE,  what  constitute.     (See  Hearsay)      .  .    .  519 

question  for  judge .    .  ...      519 

what  declarations  and  acts  admissible  as  part  of 519 — 524 

even  as  evid,ence  for  declarant 520,  521 

declons.  accompany,   acts,   evid.  as  declarant's  knowl.,  belief,  or 

intent.    .  ' 521 

declons.  accompanying  acts  are  no  proof  of  the  acts  themselves  .  521 

declarations  accompanying  irrelevant  act  inadmissible 532 

the  declons.  and  acts  must  illust.,  or  be  connected  with,  the  main 

fact .      523 

need  not  be  contemporaneous  with  it .      523 

but  narratives  of  past  events  inadmissible  .    .  .    .        .    .  524 

EES  INTER  ALIOS  ACT^.     (See  Collat.  Fads,  Issue),  inadmiss.  305—307,1436 
EESCINDING  WRITINGS,  when  action  for,  lies  .        .                       .      970,971 
RES  JUDICATA.     (See  Public  Record  and  Documents) 
RESEMBLANCE,  evid.  of,  between  child  and  alleged  father,  when  ad- 
missible in  cases  of  disputed  paternity 320 

RESOLUTIONS,  read  at  meetings,  can  be  proved  by  parol  .    .        .    .  386 

published  in  newspapers,  cannot  ,  380 

passed  at  meetings  of  corporations,  when  admissible    ....  1514 

passed  at  meeting  of  creditors,  how  proved 1322 

RESTITUTION  of  conjug.  rights,  efiect  of  wife's  confess,  of  adult,  in 

suit  for  ...    .  .  •        •  ■      ^'^^ 

RESTRAINT,  admissions  made  under,  when  admissible G91,  692 

RESULTING  TRUST.     (See  Trusts)        .    .  .  868,  869,  1044 

RETAINER,  regular,  not  neces.  to  protect  communons.  betw.  solicitor  & 

client     ...  794 

of  solicitor  by  corporation,  must  be  under  seal  .    .    .  845 

EETUEN  by  sheriff,  when  conclusive  as  against  him  or  bailiff         .        .      733 

when  not       ' 733 

by  parson  to  Governor,  of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty  admissible         1506 
EEVENUE.     (See  Inland  Bevenue) 
EEVENUE  CAUSES.     (See  Exchequer) 
EEVENUE  SIDE  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  DIVISION, 

judgments  in  informations  in,  are  judgments  in  rem 1430 

conclusive,  even  against  strangers,  if  convictions 1431 — 1433 

how  far  conclusive,  if  acquittals  ...  .  1473 

witn.  to  character  inadmiss.  for  defi.  in    .  332 

remaining  in  Ct.  after  ord.  to  withdraw 1194 

defts.  are  competent  witnesses  in    .    .    .  .  1154 

law  oflScers  of  Crown  entitled  to  reply  in 364 

new  rules  relating  to  discov.  &  inspect,  do  not  apply  to  proceed- 
ings in  .  •    •  1523 

REVERSAL,  judgment  defeated  by  proof  of  .  ...  1472 

EEVEESION  must  be  evidenced  by  deed    ...  .  .    .      835 

title  to,  when  proved  by  receipt  of  rent 184 

dealings  with,   formerly  regarded  with  suspicion  by  Ct.  of  Chan- 
cery    ...        .      173,  174 

this  rule  in  Eq.  abolished  by  stat.                    .  174 

verdict  for  or  agst.  tenant  for  life,  no  evid.  for  or  agst.  reversioner     1446 
not  affected  by  admissions  of  tenant  for  life     ...           .        .  667 

EEVISING  BAEEISTEE,  attend,  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced  .  .  1108 
notice  of  appeal  from,  must  be  in  writing  signed  ....  .  943 
orders  and  decisions  on  appeal  from,  how  proved 1314 
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EEVIVAL,  of  will,  how  affected    .    ■   ■   ■  ^ ''^O 

REVOCATION  of  will,  how  effected.     (Sei  Will) 912—920 

when  presumed       181 

when  parol  evid.  admiss.  to  prove  or  disprove .      915 

how  it  differs  from  ademption  of  legacy 976 

of  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  how  proved 1352 

effectof 1498 

onus  of  proving,  on  whom  it  lies 914 

voluntary  settlement  should  contain  power  of        176, 177 

REWARD,  when  allowed  for  activity  in  apprehending  felons  .    .    .  1069 — 1073 

RIGHTS,  incorporeal,  must  be  evidenced  by  deed 835 

how  affected  by  St.  of  Limit 95—97 

what,  provable  by  reputation    ...  541 — 543 

what  not  provable  by  reputation 543,  544 

are  private  prescriptive,  provable  by  reputation  ? 544 

mere  private,  not  provable  by  reputation ' 545 

proof  of  exercise  of,  not  necessary  to  let  in  evidence  of  reputation  547,  548 

public,  may  be  disproved  by  reputation 548 

of  public  to  inspect  records  in  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  .    1267 

to  inspect  and  copy  records  of  superior  courts  .  1272 

of  inferior  courts  .    .  1 281 

RIGHT  OF  ACTION,  when  presumed  .        .  106 

RIGHT  TO  BEGIN.     (See  Onus  Probandi) 355—359 

on  the  hearing  of  appeals  in  Equity  appellt.  used  to  begin  .    .  355 

EIGHT  TO  REPLY.     (See  Onus  Probandi,  Reply) 362—364 

RIGHT  OF  COMMON.     (See  Common) 

RIGHT  OF  WAY.     (See  Way) 

RINGS,  inscription  on,  evidence  in  cases  of  pedigree       574 

RIOT,  on  indictment  for  riotously  demolishing  houses,  churches,  ma- 
chinery, &c. ,  place  must  be  proved  as  laid 276 

on  trial  for,  costs  of  witnesses  may  be  allowed   ...  .  1063 

RITE  ESSE  ACTA,  presumption  as  to.     [^e  Premmption) 163—170 

RIVER,  presumption  as  to  right  of  soil  of 141 

may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  in  other  parts  of  309,  310 

ROAD.     (See  Highway)  order  of  Js.  for  diverting,  is  a  judgment  in  rem  .    1431 

how  far  coucl.  on  indict,  for  non-repairing  .        .    1436 

when  verdicts  and  .judg.  evid.  of  reputation,  as  to  liability  to  repair  1437 

law  of  the,  j  udicially  noticed 7 

ROBBERY,  on  trial  for,  dying  declarations  of  party  robbed  inadmissible     626 
acquittal  for,  bar  to  indictment  for  assaulting  with  intent  to  rob  .    1460 

for  larceny  ....  1460 

is  an  acquittal  for  larceny  a  bar  to  indictment  for  ?   .    .  1460,  1461 

on  indictment  for,  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  larceny  ...    .    .    .      270 

or  of  assault  with  intent  to  rob 272 

not  a  local  offense  276 

can  married  women  be  convicted  of  highway  ? 209 

depositions  taken  on  charge  of  assault  and,  admiss.  on  trial  formurder     425 

ROLL  OF  SOLICITORS,  inspection  of         .  ,    .  .  .    .    1298 

ROLLS.     (See  Court  Rolls,  Master  of  the  Bolls) 

ROMAN  CATHOLIC,  how  sworn  in  Ireland  .    .  1180 

bishop  can  prove  matrimonial  law  of  Rome  1216,1217 

priest,  confession  to,  not  privileged  787 — 789 

ROUTINE.     (See  Course  of  Office  or  Business)        .  512 — 624 

ROYAL  PALACES,  privileges  of,  judic.  noticed ...  4 
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ROYAL  PROCLAMATIONS.     (See  Proclamations) 

ROYAL  SIGN  MANUAL,  whether  judicially  noticed 20 

certificate  of  Sovereign  under,  inadmissible  ...  ....    1517 

RULES.     {See. Supreme  Gt.  liules) 

of  superior  courts,  when  judicially  noticed 25 

when  presumed  to  be  reversed 163 

provable  by  ofiSce  copies  1311,  1351 

of  equity,  when  judically  noticed.     (See  Chancery  Division)    .    .  4 

conflicting  with  rules  of  law,  must  prevail 4 

of  law,  to  be  explained  to  jury  by  judge  .    .  .  .       .  35,  38 

of  pleading.     (See  Issue,  General  Issue,  Pleadings) 

of  inferior  court,  how  proved 1351 

of  late  Poor  Law  Bd.  &  of  Local  Gov.  Bd.,  how  inspected  &  proved  1301, 

1308 

of  Bkrptcy.  Ct.,  judicially  noticed 26 

made  under  Bptcy.  Irel.  Amend.  Act,  1872,  judicially  noticed  .  26 

under  Gas  and  Waterworks  Facilities  Act,1873,  judi.  noticed      26 
under  The  Crown  OfSce  Act,  1877,  judicially  noticed    .    .  26 

under  The  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act,  1879,  judic.  noticed        26 
under  The  Naturalization  Act,  1870,  how  proved  :        1305 

under  The  Prison  Act,  1877,  how  proved 1305 

under  The  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875,  judicially  noticed     .  26 

under  Landlord  and  Tenant  (Irel.)  Act,  judicially  noticed  .        26 

of  Volunteer  Corps,  how  proved     .        .    .        .  1374 

of  reformatory  schools,  how  proved .  1374,  1375 

of  industrial  schools,  how  proved  .    .  ...  1375 

of  loan  societies,  how  proved  .    .  .    .  1375 

of  friendly  societies,  how  proved  .    .        .  1375 

of  building  societies,  how  proved  .  1375 

of  savings'  banks,  how  proved        1367 

of  coal-mines  and  collieries,  and  certain  factories,  how  proved  .        1414 
of  water  companies,  how  proved  .  .    .  1414 

of  Incorporated  Law  Society,  how  proved 1362 

for  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  and  respecting  lights,  fog-signals, 

steering  and  sailing,  how  proved 7,  1373 

presumpt.of  wilful  default,  if  dam.  caused  by  non-obser.of  these  rules 

7,  224,  225,  Errata 

of  evidence,  enforced  in  foreign  courts  not  recognised  here         .    .  68,  69 

of  construction,  how  they  differ  from  legal  presump.  1045,  1046 

RUMOUR,  evidence  of,  when  admissible    ...        .  514 

RUNNING  BLOCKADE,  presumption  from 130 

RUNNING  DOWN,  in  cross  actions  for,  ver.  sometimes  for  both  plaint's    1452 
SACRILEGE,  proof  respecting  place  must  correspond  with  allegations  .      276 

SAILING  RULES,  how  proved .    .  7,  1373 

SAILOR.     (See  Seaman) 

SALE,  what  must  be  by  writing  under  St.  of  Frauds.     (See  S^.  of  Frauds) 

of  goods  through  a  broker,  what  is  best  evidence  of    .        .    .    388 — 392 

in  a  London  shop,  is  sale  in  market-overt       8 

what  incidents  annexed  by  common  law  to  contracts  of  .    .    1000 — 1006 
when  pawnee  has  implied  power  of  .  .    .  .  1009 

a  lien  gives  no  right  of 1010 

of  ship  must  be  by  bill  of  sale.     (See  Bill  of  Sale)      849,  850 

bill  of  sale  of  personal  chattels  must  be  filed  in  Centr.  Off. ,  when      956 

must  be  attested  by  one  or  more  witn 950 

witn.  need  not  be  solicitor      .        ...  .    .        .    .      950 

SALE  OF  INCUMB.  ESTATES,  seal  of  form.  Commiss.  for,  judic.  noticed      11 
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SALVOES  must  prove  dereliction  how 225 

cannot  claim  more  than  a  moiety  of  property  saved 226 

presumed  to  have  done  their  duty  though  the  vessellost  or  injured     225 

SAMPLE,  efifect  of  sale  hy 1004 

SANCHO  PANZA,  his  judgment  in  a  case  of  rape 231 

SANITARY  AUTHORITIES.     (See  Health) 

SANITY.     (See  Insanity,  Lunacy,  Lunatic) 

presumed  till  contrary  proved 216,  346,  347 

can  a  man's  acquaintances  express  their  opinions  respecting  his  ?      1208 
opinions  of  physicians  admissible  respecting  ...  .        ...    1209 

letters  to  party  inadmiss.  to  prove  his,  unless  acted  on  by  him     .  511,  512 

aliter  in  Ecoles.  Courts     ...  512 

is  a  coroner's  inquest  admissible  as  to  ?    .        .  1428,  1429 

of  testator,  how  far  probate  evidence  of  ...  .        1433 

SATISFACTION,  judgm.-witht.,agst.one  jnt. -deb.,  may  be  pld.  by  another  1443 
judgm.vfith,agst.jnt.  and  several  debtor,  may  be  pld.  as  estop,  by  other  1444 
of  debt  by  legacy,  when  presumed ...  1043,  1044 

SATISFIED  TERMS,  outstanding,  when  determined         ....  158,  159 

SAVINGS'  BANKS,  rules  of,  how  proved   .    .  .        .  .    1367 

SCALES  OF  COSTS  allowed  to  witnesses  in  civil  cases  .        .    .    Appendix 

in  crim.  cases  .    .    .    1065 — 1071 

SCANDALOUS  statements  in  pleadings  will  be  struck  out        .    .    .  237 

SCHEDULE,  omission  by  insolv.  of  debt  from,  admission  that  it  is  not  due     696 
~  "   indict,  of  bkpt.  for  omission  from,  when  no  bar  to  second  indict.      .    1458 

SCHOOL  BOARDS,  inspection  of  books  of 1294 

minutes  of  meetings  of     .        .    .  1514 

SCHOOLS,  ENDOWMENT.     (See  Endowed  Schools  Act)   com.  of  may 

enforce  attendance  of  witness  .        .    .    .  1123 

schemes  for,  presumed  duly  made  ...  91 

SCHOOLS,  INDUSTRIAL  AND  REFORMATORY 

certificates  of,  how  proved .        1389 

order  of  detention  in,  how  proved     .           .   '.  1377 

rules  of,  how  proved .    .    1375 

SCHOOLS,  PUBLIC.     (See  Public  Schools  Act) 

SCIENCE,  experts  may  give  opinions  on  questions  of  .    .        1209 — 1214 

SCIENTER,  question  of,  is  for  jury 54 

when  allegations  of,is  surplusage,  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty  262,263 

SCIENTIFIC  INSTRUMENTS,  working  accuracy  of,  generally  presumed     202 

SCIENTIFIC  WITNESSES.     (See  Experts) 

SCIRE  FACIAS  upon  recognisance,  within  what  time  must  be  brought  97,  937 
taken  out  of  St.  of  Limit,  by  written  acknowledg.  or  part  payment  607,937 

SCOTLAND,  laws  of,  not  judicially  noticed  ....  .    .  .    ,  9 

how  proved ....        1214 

rules  of  evidence  enforced  in,  not  recognised  here  69 

particular  laws  of  : — 

presumption  as  to  marriage  from  habit  and  repute        .    .    .  190 

as  to  letters  being  duly  posted 202 

as  to  continuance  of  life       .        216 

that  child  was  born  dead,  if  not  heard  to  cry     .    .    .      127 

that  occup,  of  house  where  dog  is  kept  is  owner  of  dog        147 

no  presumption  against  double  portions,  recognised  in    ...    .        1043 

deposition  of  witness  abroad  admiss.  without  proof  of  absence  467 

merchant's  books  admissible  on  behalf  of  merchant,  when    .  623 
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as  to  dying  declarations 630 

as  to  admissibility  of  hearsay  when  relator  dead 507 

penitential  confessions  to  priest  inadmissible 754  789 

torture  abolished  in  time  of  Queen  Anne 761 

as  to  proof  of  perjury 826 

as  to  representations  respecting  credit  of  another  being  in  writing    933 

as  to  guarantees  being  in  writing 880 

as  to  mode  of  accepting  bills  of  exchange 939 

as  to  days  of  grace  allowed  on  bills 994 

as  to  varying  writings  by  parol  evid 994 

as  to  waiver  or  variance  of  written  agreem.  by  words  and  pt.  per- 
form      973 

as  to  warranty  of  title  on  sale  of  specific  chattels  1003 

as  to  warranty  of  quality  or  sufficiency  on  sale  of  goods 1004 

as  to  proof  of  registers  of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages 1370 

of  irregular  Scotch  marriages      1370 

as  to  service  of  citations  by  regist.  letter      ...  198 

as  to  enforcing  attend,  of  witn.  in  inferior  courts 1116 

as  to  taking  proof  under  Commissions  ....  452,  467 

as  to  competency  of  witnesses  and  parties  1150 — 1142 

as  to  right  of  reference  to  oath        ....    1141- 

as  to  practice  when  judge  called  as  witness .    .    II73 

as  to  admiss.  of  evid.  of  bad  character  of  pltff.  in  action  for  defama.    336 

as  to  liability  of  carriers 205,  206 

as  to  worrying  sheep  or  cattle  by  dogs 147 

as  to  form  of  taking  oaths 1179,  1180 

as  to  substitution  of  afiirmation  for  oaths 1182 

as  to  practice  when  judge  gives  evid .    1173  ' 

as  to  amendments  in  summary  proceedings .      257 

as  to  limitation  of  time  for  instituting  proceedings 101 

for  suing  or  pros,  sheriffs,  magistrates,  &c.       94 

for  prosecuting  traitors 98 

as  to  examining  witness  remaining  in  court  without  permission   .    1195 

as  to  examining  witness  in  initialibus 1196 

doctrine  of  refreshing  memory 1205 

as  to  proving  own  witn.  has  tnade  inconsistent  statements  .     1218,  1219 

as  to  cross-examination  of  witnesses 1223—1225 

as  to  protecting  witnesses  from  self-crimination 1243 

as  to  recalling  witnesses 1262 

as  to  bills  of  exceptions  on  ground  of  admission  or  rejection  of  evid.  1593 

as  to  confirmations  of  «xors ....'.    1352 

as  to  proof  of  registers  of  lodging  houses  ....  ...  1379 

as  to  proof  of  certain  by-laws 1416 

as  to  proof  of  Crown  leases,  &c. ,  recorded  in  Scotland 1366 

Docum.  Evid.  Act,  does  not  extend  to 15 

deliver,  &c.  under  Sco.  Bktcy.  Act,  adm.  in  Engl.  &  Irel.  without  pf  18, 19 

their  efifect 1327,  1328: 

admissibility  of  judgments  and  judicial  proceedings  of  courts  of  1474,  1486 

effect  of  divorce  in,  of  persons  married  in  England 1476 . 

curator  bonis  of  lunatics  appoin.  in,  may  sue  here  for  debts  due 

to.esta 1483 

witnesses  in,  how  made  to  attd.  before  Commiss.  from  Engl,  or 

Irel 1111,  1112 

how  made  to  attend  in  Engl,  or  Irel.  in  crim.  cases  1076 
in  civil  actions  ^ied  in  Sup.  Ct.  .     1076,  1077 
similar  powers  should  be  granted  to  other  courts     .    1078- 
may  be  ordered  by  Eng.  Cts.  of  Bkptcy.  to  be  exd. 

in  Scotl 470> 
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SCEIP,  in  joint-stock  Cos.,  not  goods  within  §  17  of  St.  of  Frauds    .    .    .      892 

when  judicially  noticed  as  a  negotiable  security        6 

SCRIVENER,  communications  to  solicitor  employed  as  privileged  .    .    .      783 
SCULPTURE   COPYRIGHT   ACTS,   assignments  and   consents   under 

need  not  be  attested  by  two  witnesses  ....  .    .      949 

cannot  be  signed  by  agent  of  proprietor    .  946 

SCURRILITY  in  affidavits,  effect  of 1189 

SEA,  presumption  as  to  ownership  of  sea-shore 142 

grant  of  sea-shore  presumed  from  acts  of  ownership,  when  .  .  .  154 
land  between  high  and  low  water  presumed  extra-parochial  .  .  .  142 
on  indict,  for  malic,  injury  to  sea-banks,  place  must  be  proved  as  laid  276 
prescriptive  liability  to  repair  sea-walls  provable  by  hearsay  .  .  .  542 
SEA  FISHERIES  ACTS,  1868  &  1883.  (See  Table  St.  31  &  32  V.  c.  45, 
&  46  &  47  V.  c.  22) 

registers  under,  admissibility  and  effect  of ...    1512 

SEA  FISHING  SERVICE.     (See  Fishing  Boats) 

SEALS  and  STAMPS,  what,  judicially  noticed 9—12,16—18 

of  what  public  official  documents,  prim&  facie  require  no  proof  .    .        13 

what  is  sufficient  sealing  of  a  deed 169,  170 

when  due  sealing  will  be  presumed 169,  179 

whattransc.  must  be  evidenced  by  instrument  under.  {See  Deed)  835 — 853 
of  corporations,  whether  to  be  proved  after  thirty  years  .    .        .  112 

SEAMEN,  agreement  between  master  of  merchant  ship  and,  must  be  in 

writing 940 

must  be  in  form  .sanctioned  by  Board  of  Trade  .  .  940 
must  be  signed  by  seaman  in  presence  of  an  attng. 

witn .    .        .    .      940 

must  be  read  over  and  explained  to  seaman  .  .  .  940 
if  altered,  alteration  must  be  attested  ....  940,  1 565 
may  be  proved  without  calling  attesting  witness  .  1565 
release  of,  how  to  be  attested  and  proved  .  .    .    940 

need  not  give  notice  to  produce  his  agreement  with  master      .    .        417 

may  prove  its  contents  by  parol ...    417 

has  claim  for  illness  caused  by  ship  being  unseaworthy   .    .  1007 

documents  in  Record  Office,  how  inspected .    1202 

how  proved .    .    1373 

proof  &  effect  of  certifi.  of  comptncy.  of  service  of  masters  or  mates  1390 

will  of,  how  far  excepted  out  of  Will  Act 900,  911 

how  executed,  if  it  relate  to  pay,  prize  money,  &c.  .      901 

invalided,  returning  home  as  passenger,  is  within  the  Will  Act    .      912 
attend,  of,  as  witn.  in  civil  Ct.,  enforced  by  habeas  corpus     .        .    1087 

in  Adm.  Div.,  how  enforced 1098 

in  Naval  Cts. -Martial,  how  enforced .    1099 

death  of,  how  proved 1510 

SEAMEN'S  CLOTHING  ACT,  1869.     (See  Table  St.  32  &  33  V.,  c.  57) 

limitation  of  actions  and  proceedings  under 94 

accused  under,  must  justify  his  conduct .350 

payment  into  Court  under .      717 

convictions  under,  how  proved '    1324 

SEARCH  for  writings,  sufficiency  of,  question  for  judge 36,  397 

whatsufacieutto  admitsecondary  evidence.   {See  Lost  Instrument)  397 — 402 

for  subscribing  witness,  what  sufficient 1574 

for  other  witness,  what  sufficient  ■ 429—431,468,469 

how  far  answers  to  inquiries  evidence  in  these  cases   398,  399,  430,  1575 
SEA-SHORE.     (See  Sea)  ,        ,        ,  xo,o 

SEA-WORTHINESS.     (See  Ship,  Seaman) 
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SECONDARY  EVIDENCE,  what  constitutes 367 

inadmissible,  while  primary  in  party's  power 396 

of  documents,  when  admissible: —   ...  396 — 422 

1.  when  writing  destroyed  or  lost 396,  1237 

what  search  for  lost  instrument  sufficient.  (See  Lost  Instrument)  397 — 402 
what  proper  custody  of  instrument.    (See  Custody)  401,  402,  581 — 583 

effect  of  loss  or  destruction  of  will,  as  to  probate   ....  .    .      403 

effect  of  loss  or  destruction  of  negotiable  security  ....  .  403,  404 

2.  when  production  of  original,  impossible,  or  highly  inconvenient    404 
e.  g.,  mural  monuments 404,  575 

records  and  entries  in  public  books  and  registers   .        .    .      405 

3.  when  adversary  refuses  to  produce  original  after  notice  ....      406 

adversary  is  held  to  have  possession  of  original,  when  .  .  406 
notice  must  be  served,  when  &  how.  (See  iVottee  to  Produce)  406 — 418 
what  notice  must  contain .      408 

4.  when  witness,  not  bound  to  produce  original,  refuses  .    .  .      418 

witness  is  not  bound  to  produce  documents,  when  .    .    .  418 — 421 

5.  when  document  is  appointment  of  public  officer 421 

6.  when  evidence  required  is  result  of  voluminous  facts,  accounts,  &c.    421 , 

422 

7.  for  examination  on  the  voire  dire .-     423 

o/orcti  toiimon^,  when  admissible: —  ...  .    .  .    .424 — 493 

witness  must  have  been  duly  sworn  injudicial  proceeding  423,  424,  1494 

to  which  opponent  was  bound  to  submit 423,  424 

and  in  which  he  had  right  to  cross-examine 423 

testimony  given  in  former  judicial  proceeding,  when  admissible  423 — 433,670 

rule  of  reciprocity 426,  509 

inadmissible  if  witness  can  be  called 426 

failure  of  attempt  to  engraft  exception  on  this  rule  .    .    .  426,  427 

witness  incapable  of  being  called,  when 428 

dead ' 428 

or  beyond  jurisdiction  of  court 428 

or  cannot  be  found  after  diligent  inquiry,  how  far  428 — 430 
answers  to  inquiries  after  witness,  when  admissible      429 

or  insane '.    .    .  .    .      428,  429 

or  ill,  how  far 428,  431,  432 

or  kept  out  of  the  way  by  opponent  ....  428,  432 

depositions  taken  before  committing  magistrates 433 — 446 

11  &  12  v.,  c.  42,  §17   ....    J 433 

form  of  such  depositions       433,  434 

when  admissible,  and  how  proved 433 — 437,  442 

how  proved  to  be  inadmissible 437 

proper  mode  of  taking    • .    .      437 — 440 

how  entitled ....      440 

depositions  taken  before  coroner    ....  .    .  ...  445,  446 

in  bankruptcy,  when  admissible   .  .    .      447,  471 

other  statutable  depositions  .    .  ....  ...      447 

when  depositions  in  same  suit  maybe  substituted  for  viva  voce  testi- 
mony       •    •  •      ^"48 

examinations  and  depositions  taken  in  India 448 — 451 

in  the  colonies  .    .    .      451 

Actofl  W.  4,  c.  22    ..............  ■    .  ;      4,51 

commissions  to  examine  witnesses  under  that  Act 451 ,  452 

examinations  under  commission,  when  admissible  452,  453 

commissions  from  Probate  or  Divorce  Division 469 

courts  enforcing  discovery.     (See  Parties,  Discovery) 471 — 489 

actions  to  perpetuate  testimony 489,  490 

viv&  voce  testimony  in  former  suit,  how  proved 491,  492 
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depositions,  open  to  what  objections 492,  493 

depositions  in  aid  of  suits  in  foreign  courts 1112^-1116 

no  degrees  in 494 

unless  law  has  substituted  particular  species  of 495 

copy  of  copy  inadmissible     ....  .    .  ....      496 

SECRECY,  solemn  promise  of,  does  not  exclude  confession         755 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE,  corresp.  betw. ,  &  agent  of  govern,  privileged  .      815 
proclamat.,  orders,  and  regulat.  issued  by,  how  proved  .    .    .  1305,  1308 

SECRETING.     (See  Concealment) 

SECRETS  OF  STATE  privileged.     (See  Privileged  Commun.)  .    .  809,  814—816 
reports  by  Inspec.  Gen.  of  prisons  to  Lord  Lieut,  of  Ireland  are  815 

SEDUCTION,  in  action  for,  loss  of  service  ostensible  cause  of  action     .  334 

disgrace  and  sorrow  real  cause  of  action    ....      334 

bad  character  or  conduct  of  party  seduced  admissible  in  mitigation     334 

but  proof  must  be  confined  to  what  occurred  previous  to  seduction    335 

party  seduced  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  previous  misconduct  .    123^ 

if  she  deny  facts  imputed,  cannot  be  contradicted  .        1232 

unless  the  evid.  goes  to  disprove  the  paternity   .    .    .    1232 

SEISIN,  presumption  of,  from  possession 148,  601 

SEIZURE,condemn.inRev.sideof  Q.B.  Div.  conclus.  asto  legality  of  1430,  1431 

or  by  Commiss.  of  Excise,  Inland  Rev. ,  or  Cust.  1430,  1431 

is  an  acquittal  conclusive  proof  of  illegality  of? 1473 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  of  House  of  Com.  may  administer  oaths,  when  .    1095 

SELF-CRIMINATION,  rule  of  protection  as  to.     (See  Witnesses)    .  1242—1249 
excuses  the  non-production  of  documents     .    .  ...  .  419 

bankrupt  not  protected  from .  .    .    1249 

SELF-DISCREDITING  WITNESS  is  not  incompetent 1142 

dec'lara.  of  deceased  attest,  wit.  in  disparagem.  of  his  signat.  inadmis.      508 

SEMIPLENA  PROBATIO,  instances  of,  in  Roman  law  .        .  622,  623,  744 

SENIORITY,  what  evidence  of,  admitted  in  questions  of  pedigree       .  567,  568 
presumption  respecting       .    .  ...  .  ...  220—222 

SENSES,evid.addressedto,mostsatisfactory.    {Bee  Inspection  ly  Jury)  .    .      497 
sometimes  mislead  .  .  ....  .  81 

SENTENCE.     (See  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

SEPARATE  examin.  of  witnesses,  practice  as  to.     (See  Witnesses)    1192 — 1195 

SEPARATIST,  affirmation  by 1181 

SEPARATION,  judicial.     (See  Divorce) 

SERVANT.     (See  Agent,  Employers'  Liability  Act) 

when  hiring  of,  presumed  to  be  for  a  year 195 

domestic,  reasonable  notice  to  quit  is  a  month's  warning  .    .        .  49,  195 

this  rule  inapplicable  to  farm  servants 49,  195 

who  is  a  domestic,  or  menial  49 

warranty  by,  at  time  of  sale,  when  binding  on  master     .    .        .  533,  534 
admission  by,  at  other  times,  not  evidence  against  master  .        .    .      534 

declaration  of,  inadmissible  in  matters  of  pedigree 560 

master  when  criminally  answerable  for  act  of 135,  136 

master  not  impliedly  bound  to  protect  domestic,  from  injury  1006,  Ertata 

judgm.agst.masterfornegI.of,noevid.agst.servantofhismiscond.       1422 

but  evid.  of  amount  of  damages  awarded  against  master  .    .        1422 

SERVICE  of  subpoena,  when  and  what  sufficient 1052 — 1055 

ofnotice  to  produce,  when  and  whatsuffi.  {BeeNoticeto  Produce)  407 — 413 

when  not  necessary 413 — 417 

ofnotice  to  quit,  proved  by  indorsement  ofdeceased  solicitor  on  copy      613 
(4650) 
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of  notices  through  the  post,  when  sufficient   .    .        .  198—200,  943,  1348 

of  process,  how  proved  in  High  Court.    .           ....           .  1348,  1349 

in  County  Cts ....  1350 

inCts.  of  summary  jurisdiction 1350 

written  contract  for,  explainable  by  evid.  of  usage  as  to  holidays  .  994 

when  presumed  to  be  for  a  year.        .    . .        .  195 

when  presumed  to  terminate  on  death  of  master  or  servant        .  1008 

SESSIONS.     (See  QuaHer  Sessions) 

SET-OFF,  what  admissions  are  evidence  of 644 

judgm.  agst.  deft,  plead. ,  estops  him  from  suing  for  sum  stated  in  plea  145> 

may  be  converted  into  paym.  by  striking  a  balance  .        .            .    .  930 

SETTLED  LAND  ACT,  1882.         (See  Tab.  Stat.  45  &  46  V.  c.  38) 

judio.  notice  of  seal  of- Commiss.  under ...  12 

SETTLEMENT  OF  PAUPERS.     (See  Bemoml) 

how  acquired  by  service 887 

depositions  of  paupers  as  to,  inadmissible   ...  .  508 

dying  declarations  of  paupers  as  to,  inadmissible  .  .  625 

hearsay,  in  cases  of,  inadmissible 569 

declarations  of  rated  parishioners  evidence  against  parish    662,  665,  666 

how  far  provable  by  evidence  of  giving  relief 697 

examin.  by  justices  as  to,  need  not  have  separate  caption  to  each  .      768 
adjudi.  of,  unappealed  agst. ,  orconfir.  on  appeal,  jUdgm.  in  rem  1431, 1434 
SETTLEMENT  CERTIFICATES  30  years  old  require  no  proof    .    .        .      112 
SETTLEMENT  DEEDS,  when  completed,  so  as  to  render  subsequent  al- 
teration fatal .  1558 

on  marriage  may  be  made  by  infants,  when    .    .  .  .      128 

voluntary,  should  contain  power  of  revocation    .  .    .  176,  177 

when  avoided  by  bankrupt  law  ....  .    .  .      107 

SEVERAL.     (See  Joint  Contractors) 

articles  bought  at  one  time,  though  at  several  prices,  one  contract 

within  g  17  of  St.  Frauds 895 

SEWERS  COMMISSIONERS,  inspection  of  books  of      1286 

attendance  of  witnesses  in  compensation  cases  with 1121 

SEXUAL  INTERCOURSE  between  husband  and  wife,  when  presumed  129 

boy  under  14  presumed  incapable  of  .    ,                   127 

girl  under  12  cannot  legally  consent  to    .        .           ....           .  127 

SHAREHOLDER.     (See  Joint  Stock  Cos.)  regist.  of,  when  admiss.    .  1514,  1515 

persons  who  has  held  himself  out  as,  cannot  deny  his  character  in 

action  for  calls .               .    .  722 

when  held  to  be,  from  having  paid  calls .    .  723 

SHARES.     (See  Joint  Stock  Cos.) 

transfer  of,  under  Compt.  CI.  Consol.  Act,  must  be  by  deed   .    .  845,  846 

in  Comps.,  not  goods  within  §  17  of  Stat,  of  Frauds 892 

when  interest  in  lands,  within  |  4  of  same  Stat.  .    .  890,  891 
title  to,  how  proved  by  certificates  of  proprietorship    .  .    .        1394 

form  of  such  certificate,  under  Comp.  CI.  Consol.  Act  .  1395 

infant  holder  of,  when  liable  to  action  for  calls  ...  .  .128 

SHEEP,  nomen  generalissimum,  in  an  indictment 283 

presumpt.  as  to  ownership  of  dogs  worrying,  in  Irel. ,  Scot. ,  and  Eng.     147 

SHERIFF,  presumption  of  being,  from  acting    .  -.    .  18S 

admission  by  indemnifying  creditor,  when  evidence  against  .        .      665 
by  deputy  sheriffj^  in  action  against  sheriff  for  miscond.  of 

deputy 61)5 

when  not  liable  to  person  who  has  given  wrong  name 724,  725 
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may  besuedfor  false retn.,  though  plff.  has  accepted  sum  levied  onac.     732 

not  liable  to  action  for  arresting  witness 1135 

or  for  an  escape 51,  1424 

but  liablein  trespassfor  detaining  witness,  after  order  for  discharge  1135 
parol  assignment  by,  of  leasehold  premises  taken  in  execution,  void  867 
must  produce  writ  of  exon.  and  judgment  to  justify  seizure,  when  646 
in  action  against,  judgments  against  third  persons,  when  admiss.    1424 

effect  of  writ  of  fi.  fa.  as  evidence 1502 

return  by,  when  conclusive  as  agst.  him  or  bailiff,  and  when  not      732 

jurisdic.  of,  with  respect  to  replevins,  has  ceased       1571 

SHERIFF'S  CX)UET,  judgments  and  proceedings  of,  how  proved    .  1336, 1340 
SHIELD,  AEMOEIAL,  when  admissible  in  matters  of  pedigree  .    .      578 

SHIFTING  of  proof  by  statute,  when 348—353 

SHIP,  sale  of,  must  be  by  bill  of  sale 850 

what  bill  of  sale  must  contain 850 

it  does  not  require  a  stamp 850 

it  may  be  proved  without  calling  attesting  witness  .    .    .    1565 

mortgage  of .  850 

seaworthiness  of,  relative  term       997 

parol  ev.  adm.  to  show  amount  of,  implied  in 

mar.  ins 997 

warranty  of  seaworthiness  of,  implied  in  voyage  policy 997 

not  implied  in  time  policy    .    .        .      998 

unseaworthiness  of,  when  presumed 223,  224 

question  for  jury 59 

questions  on  which  experts  may  give  opinions  .    .    1213 

hearsay  evidence  inadmissible  as  to 510 

dereliction  of,  presumption  against  ...  225 

loss  of,  when  presumed 222,  223 

neutrality  of,  presumptions  against 130 

from  carrying  despatches  of  enemy 130 

from  spoliation  of  papers  on  capture 130,  137 

from  entering  blockaded  port 130 

when  presumed  to  be  employed  in  smuggling  ...  .      137 

action  on  policy  for  loss  of.     (See  Insurance) 

unskilful  navigation  of,  question  on  which  experts  may  give  opinions  1213 
rule  as  to  passing  each  other   ....  .  .    .    7,  Errata 

rule  as  to  passing  of  steam-vessels .  7,  Errata 

other  rules  for  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  how  proved  .    .        .    7,1373 

effect  of  non-observance  of  them 7,  224,  225,  Errata 

presumptions  recognised  in  cases  of  collision  .    .    .   224,  225,  Errata 

admissions  by  one  part-ovmer,  not  evidence  against  others  ....      660 

by  ship-owner,  when  evid.  in  action  by  master  for  freight    665 

possession  of,  when  suflacient  title  against  wrong-doer  .    .  .    .      149 

view  of,  may  be  ordered  by  Ct.  of  Admiralty,  when 504 

register  of,  kept  under  Merch.  Shipp.  Act,  how  inspected 1302 

how  proved 1372 

admissibility  and  effect  of  1512 
register  of  shipping  at  Lloyd's  inadmissible  as  public  document  .    .    1354 

underwrt.  presumed  to  know  conts.  of    200 

proof  and  effect  of  certificate  of  registry  of ...    1390 

of  competency  or  service  of  master  or 

mate  of  1390 

owner  of,  when  liable  for  orders  given  by  master 227 

for  negligence  in  navigation 226,  227 

for  injuries  sustained  by  crew      1007 

presumption  against,  though  pilot  on  board 226,  225 
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person  indicted  for  sending  unseaworthy  ship  to  sea,is  a  comp.  witn.    1155 

onus  of  justification  lies  on  him 350,  351 

on  court-martial  for  loss  of,  capt.  and  crew  compet.  witn.,  when  .    1155 

SHIPMENT,  what  is  evidence  of .      110 

SHIPPING  BILLS  filed  at  Custom  House,  how  proved  1373 

SHIP'S  HUSBAND,  authority  of,  to  hind  owners,  when  presumed     .    .      227 
SHIPWEECKED  GOODS,  possess,  of  raises  presumpt.  of  guilt,  when  .      351 

SHOP,  in  London,  is  a  market  overt 8 

SHOP  BOOKS.     (See  Account  Bobks) 
SHOPMAN.     (See  Agent) 
SHORE.     {See  Sea) 

SHORT-HAND  may  be  interpreted  by  parol ,  986 

SICKNESS  of  witness  under  examination,  effect  of ...  1256 

of  witness,  when  ground  for  postponing  trial     .    .  ...  431,  432 

when  suf&cient  to  let  in  depositions  at  common  law  431,  432 

uuderstat.  434— 436,  441 

of  attesting  witness,  when  ground  for  postponing  trial 1567 

when  an  excuse  for  non-performance  of  contract 1008,  1009 

SIGHT,  bill  of  exch.  payable  at,  has  no  days  of  grace    ....  .      993 

SIGN  MANUAL,  whether  judicially  noticed,  doubtful 20 

certificate  of  sovereign  under,  inadmissible 1517 

SIGNATURES,  how  proved.     (See  JECandwriiing) 

what  judicially  noticed  .    .    .  .13,  14,16 — 20 

if  30  ye^rs  old,  require  no  proof 112 

of  chairman,  to  books  of  proceedings,  need  not  be  affixed  at  meet- 
ings     1515 

of  justices  must  be  affixed  to  depositions 434,  438,  440 

to  examinations 764,  766 

of  accused  should  be  obtained,  if  possible,  to  examination  .  .  764,  766 
of  witness  should  be  affixed  to  depositions  before  justices  .  434,  438,  440 
of  coroner  must  be  affixed  to  depositions  and  examinations  .      445,  776 

of  drawer  of  bill,  admitted  by  acceptance       729 

of  indorser,  though  same  person  as  drawer,  not  admitted  by  accept- 
ance  . 730 

of  maker  of  prom,  note,  admitted  by  indorsement  of  payee  .  731 

of  client  may  be  proved  by  solicitor 805 

place  of,,  what  sufficient  within  St.  of  Frauds .    .      878 

mode  of,  what  sufficient  within  St.  of  Frauds     ....  .    .      879 

place  and  mode  of,  to  wills  under  Will  Act.     (See  Wills)  .    .    .  996 — 910 

what  required  for  particular  notices 942 — 945 

for  other  documents.     (See  Writings) 
SILENCE,  when  evidence  as  an  admission.     (See  Admissions)        .    .  700 — 707 

as  a  confession 705 — 707,  779 

of  witness,  on  being  asked  criminatory  questions,  effect  of    .    .    .    1255 
SIMILITUDE  of  name  and  residence,  or  name  and  trade,  will  identify 

party ' 1577 

of  name  alone  will  justify  presumption  of  identity,  when  .        .    .    1578 

SIMPLICITY  in  narrative,  test  of  truth 75 

SINGLE  WOMAN.     (See  Feme  sole) 

SITTINGS,  legal,  commencement  and  ending  of,  judicially  noticed     .    .        21 

SKILL.     (See  Experts)  what  is  reasonable,  question  for  jury  ....  52 

when  artisans  and  artists  warrant  that  they  possess  proper         .    .    1008 
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SKILLED  "WITNESSES.     (See  Experts) 
SLANDEE.     (See  Lihel  and  Slander) 

SLAUGHTER  HOUSES,  by-laws  respecting,  how  proved 1413 

SLAVE,  valne  of  testimony  of 76 

mandamus  to  examine  witnesses  respect,  offens.  against  slave  trade     451 
SLEEP,  confession  made  while  talking  in,  doubt  as  to  admissibility  of  .      756 

SMUGGLING,  presumptions  respecting 137 

when  onus  of  proving  innocence  lies  on  defendant     ...  .    .      350 

within  what  time  prosecutions  must  be  brought .  98,  99 

employment  in  preventive  service,  when  presumed       188 

SOCIETIES.     (See  Build.  Soc. ,  Friendly  Soc. ,  and  Industrial  &  Provident  Soc. ) 

SODOMY,  when  boy  may  be  convicted  of .    .      127 

SOIL  of  rivers,  presumption  as  to  ownership 141 

SOLD  NOTE.     (See  Bought  and  Sold  Notes) 

SOLDIEE,  will  of,  how  far  excepted  out  of  Will  Act 000,  901,  911 

attend,  of,  as  witness  in  civ.  Ct.  enforced  by  habeas  corpus   .    .    .    1087 

before  Courts-Martial,  how  enforced 1098,  1099 

proof  and  effect  of  certificate  of  previous  acquittal,  or  conviction  of: — 

before  Courts-Martial ...        1385 

before  Civil  Courts .        1385 

SOLEMNIZATION  of  marriage,  when  presumed  regular   .  .      164 

SOLICITOR,  generic  name  for  attorneys  and  proctors 25 

communons.  to,  privileged.     (See  Privileged  Communica. )         .  782 — 808 

same  rule  applies  to  clerk  of 792 

to  town  agent  of .'...'.      792 

when  estopped  from  denying  title  of  client 727 

admission  made  by,  how  far  binding  on  client.  (See  Admissions)  676 — 678 
rules  of  court  as  to  notices  to  admit  by.     (See  Notice  to  Admit)  635 — 639 

service  of  notice  to  produce  on,  sufficient .      408 

for  deft,  must  attest  warr.  of  attorney  and  cognovits.     (See  Warrants 

of  Attorney) 950 — 955 

competent  to  testify,  though  he  has  Addressed  jury  as  advocate    .    1183 

when  witn. ,  seldom  ordered  out  of  court ...    1193 

entitled  to  what  allow,  in  Civil  Cts.    .    .  .    .  Appendix 

in  Criminal  Ct 1068 

before  examg.Magistratesl066,  1067 
cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  client's  doc.  without 

leave ...      420 

privileged  from  arrest,  when.     (See  Arrest)-      1 126 — 1135 

privileges  of,  judicially  noticed .    .  .        25 

impliedly  undertakes  to  exercise  reasonable  skill  .    .        .    .    1008 

how  far  negligence  of,  is  a  question  for  judge  or  jury    .    .  .  53 

inspection  of  rolls  of,  and  other  books  respecting  1298 

proof  of  certificate  of ,  .    1399 

appearance  of  name  of,  in  Law  List,  sufficient  .    .  .    .        ,    .    1399 

admission  of  being,  from  acting  as  such 191,  192 

admission  by  opponent  of  character  of,  in  action  by  him  for  slander    191, 

192,  695 

may  make  special  agreement  for  payment 939 

such  agreet.  must  be  in  writing,  and  fair  and  reasonable  .  .  .  939,  940 
may  make  verbal  agreement  to  charge  nothing  if  action  lost  .    .  940 

notice  to  produce  bill  of,  unnecessary       414 

bound  to  answer  respecting  fraud  committed  by  him,  when  .  .  .  1245 
cannot  be  convicted  of  fraud,  if  he  has  disclosed  offence  on  oath  .  1245 
cannot  recover  costs  from  Corp.,  unless  retained  under  seal     .    .  845 
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SOLICITOE— con/i»Me<i. 

suing  in  name,  but  without  authority,  of  client,  effect  of  .    .  1439,  1440 

power  of,  when  agent  must  be  appointed  by ^  .        .      845 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  to   ....  172 

presumption  of  being,  from  acting  as  such 192,  694 

contract  between,  and  articled  clerk  must  be  enrolled 958 

no  implied  authority  to  bind  partner  by  drawing  bills 204 

SOLICITOR'S  REMUNERATION  ACT,  1881.     (See  Table  St.  44  &  45 
v.,  c.  44) 

SOLOMON,  his  judgment  in  the  case  of  the  two  harlots 231 

SOVEREIGN,  traitor  compassing  death  of,  or  bodily  harm  to,  to  be  in- 
dicted, arraigned,  and  tried  as  if  charged  with  murder  .    .    .  822,  823 
protective  provisions  of  Stat,  of  Treasons  do  not  apply  to  such  case      822 
highmisdmnr.  to  aim  fire-arms,  &c.,  at,  with  in  tent  to  injureor  alarm    823 

is  she  admissible  as  witness  ?  1174 

If  admissible  must  be  sworn 1174 

certificate  of,  under  sign  manual,  inadmissible 1517 

grant  from,  when  presumed • 153 — 155 

proclam.  of,  judicially  noticed.     (See  Proclamations)    .    .    .    .  5, 14, 1305 

great  and  privy  seal  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

is  the  sign  manual  of,  judicially  noticed? 20 

accession  and  demise  of,  judicially  noticed     .  24 

how  far  affected  by  Stat,  of  Limit.  .  95,  96 

admissibility  and  effect  of  speech  of,  in  opening  Parliament  .    .    .    1417 

SPAIN,  law  of,  as  to  days  of  grace  allowed  on  bills 994 

as  to  presumption  respecting  loss  of  ship 223  ■ 

SPEAKER  OF  HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  warrant  by,  nefed  not  contain 

recital .      107 

proof  &admiss.  ofeertifi.  of,  costs  allowed  on  taxa.  for  private  bills  1392 
of  papers  being  published  by  order  of  Parliament    1393 

SPECIAL  DAMAGES  recoverable  in  replevin 1448 

SPECIAL  EXAMINER.     (See  Examiner) 

SPECIALTIES,  consideration  for,  presumed .      110 

within  what  time  action  on,  must  be  brought     .    .    97,  98,  606,  607,  937 

indorsement  on,   of  part-payment,  or  of  payment  of  interest  by 

deceased  payee,  admissible  for  his  representatives     .....      607 
to  support  replication  of  acknowledgment  to  plea  of  St.  of  Limit.     607 

whether  necessary  to  prove  aliunde  date  of  indorsement    187,  608 — 611 
SPECIFIC   PERFORM.,   in  suit  for,  when  mistake  in  written  agree. 

provable  by  parol 9^1 

SPECIFICATIONS  of  patents,  how  proved 1371 

construed  by  judge 61 

many  deposited  in  Petty  Bag  Office 1316 

SPELLING,  proof  of  handwriting  by  comparison  of 1586 

SPIES.     (See  Informer) 

SPIRITUAL  COURTS.     (See  Ecclesiastical  Courts) 

SPIRITUAL  EXHORTATIONS,  confess,  induced  by,  admiss.      754,  787—789 

SPIRITUAL  MEDIUM,  deed  of  gift  to  set  aside ,  •    •    •    '      ^'^'^ 

SPLITTING  DEMAND,  not  allowed  to  plaintiff 1454—1456 

SPOLIATION  of  papers,  presumption  from 130,137,138 

accidental,  effect  of ifP 

by  stranger,  effect  of 1°="* 

SPORTING  RIGHTS,  when  amounting  to  interests  in  lands    .    .        .    .      890 

must  be  created,  &c.,  by  deed,  when 835,  bdb 
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SPOT  in  dispute,  view  of 501—505 

SQUARE,  in  indict,  for  stealg. fixtures  in  any  property  need  not  be  alleged     288 

STABLE-KEEPER  bound  by  declons.  of  servant,  when 533,  534 

STAGE-COACH.     (See  Coach) 

STAKEHOLDER,  holding  document,  must  be  subpoenaed,  when    .    .    .      408 

STALE  DEMANDS,  presumption  against IGO,  620,  621 

STAMP.    (See  Seals  &  Stamps),  presumed  on  lost  instrument  165, 166,  168,  402 

also  on  instru.  not  produced  after  notice  138, 168 
how  question  of  want  or  insufficiency  of,  is  affected  by  the  new 

rules  of  pleading .      298 

when  parol  evid.  admissible  to  show  whether  required  or  not    .    .      978 

question  of  sufficiency  of,  to  be  decided  by  judge 36 

proper  amount  of,  Commiss.  of  Inland  Rev.  will  decide,  on  applic.  1500 
on  bill  or  promissory  note  purporting  to  be  foreign,  when  sufficient        92 

on  probate,  how  far  evidence  of  assets  .    .  737 

receipt  inadmissible  for  want  of,  may  refresh  memory  of  witness  .  1203 
solicitor  cannot  state  whether  client's  deed  was  duly  stamped  .  .  807 
counterpart  of  lease  sealed  by  lessor  deemed  the  orig.  as  regards  the  394 
counterpart  admissible  as  secondary  evidence,  though  unstamped      394 

contracte  under  ?  4  of  St.  of  Frauds,  must  be  stamped 894 

under  ?  17  exempt 894 

betw.  Metrop.  coach-masters  and  drivers  or  conduct,  exempt    941 

under  Pawnbrokers'  Act,  1872,  exempt 941 

replevin  bonds  exempt 1571 

bills  of  sale  of  ships  exempt 850 

whatare material  alterns.  in  instru.,  with  respect  to  stamp  laws  1549 — 1551 

laws  respecting,  frequently  oppressive 369,  370 

less  oppressive  now  than  formerly 370 

no  obj  ection  for  want  of,  allowable  in  criminal  courts 370 

what  docs,  maybe  read  in  civ.  cts.,  tho'  unstamped,  paym.of  pnlty.  370 
omission  or  insufficiency  of,  must  be  noticed  by  officer  of  court  .  .  370 
the  same  rule  applies  to  proceedings  by  arbitration  .    .  .    .      370 

ruling  of  judge  respecting,  final     .    .  ....  371 

when  documents  are  ' '  duly  stamped  " 370 

denoting  stamp  affixed  by  Commiss.  of  Inland  Revenue,  effect  of     1501 
STAMP  ACT,  1870.     (See -Table  St.  33  &  34  V.,  c  97) 

STAMP-OFFICE,  books  of,  admiss.  as  public  docum.   (See  Inland  Bevenue)  1359 
STANNARIES,  attendance  of  witnesses  before  court  of,  how  enforced    .    1100 

seal  of  court  of,  judicially  noticed 10 

signature  of  registrar  of,  when  judicially  noticed  .  ...        19 

records  of  judicial  proceedings  of  court,  how  proved    .        .        .        1318 

STAR  CHAMBER,  proceedings  of,  in  Record  Office  .  ....    1269 

STATE,  acts  of,  when  judicially  noticed 4 

how  proved 1304 — 1308 

secrets  of,  excluded  by  pub.  policy.     (See  Privileged  Communica. )      809, 

814—816 
acts  of  foreign,  or  colonial,  how  proved 15, 16,  1308 

STATE-PAPER  OFFICE,  records  of,  where  deposited 1268 

STATEMENT  OF  CLAIM  OR  DEFENCE.     (See  Pleadings) 
STATEMENTS,  when  party  may  show  that  his  witn.  has  made  inconsist.  1218 
when  he  may  show  that  his  opponent's  witness  has  done  so    .    .    .    1235 
how  to  proceed  if  contradictory  statement  in  writing      .        .  1236,  1237 

1.  in  civil  causes 1237 — 1239 

2.  in  criminal  cases — depositions 1237 — 1240 

witn.  must  first  be  cross-exed.  as  to  time,  place,  and  person  ...    1 235 

(4656) 


INDEX  1785' 


STATEMENTS— aontinued. 

made  post  litem  inotam,  inadmissible,  wheu.     (See  Lis  Mota)    554 — 559 
made  by  children,  inadmissible,  when  incompetent  as  witnesses  507,  508 

when  admissible  as  evid.  of  bodily  or  mental  feelings         .        516 518 

as  part  of  res  gestae.     (See  JJes  Gestx)    .        .    519—526 
STATES,  foreign.  .  (See  Foreign  States) 
STATIONERS'  COMPANY.     (See  Copyright) 

STATUTES,  public,  judicially  noticed 4,  1302 

local  &  personal  Act,  when  judicially  noticed 14'  1303 

when  proved  by  copy  purport  to  be  printed  by  Queen's  ' 

printer 14_  2303 

private  Acts,  how  proved 14   1303 

presumption  in  favor  of,  from  long  enjoyment       .    . '    151 

construction  of,  question  for  judge 61 

Irish  statutes  prior  to  Union,  hovf  proved    ....  ...    1303 

foreign  statutes,  how  proved .    .    1304 

admissibility  and  effect  of  recitals  in  public  statute  .    .  .       ,    1416 

in  private  Acts 1417 

where  printed  copy  erroneous,  judge  will  refer  to  Parliament  roll      27 
within  what  time  action  must  be  brought  against  party,  acting 

under  any  local  or  personal  Act 93 

power  of  pleading  general  issue  by.     (See  General  Issue)    .       .  299—303 
STAT.  OF  DISTRIBUTION.     (See  Table  Si.  22  &  23  Y.,  c.  10) 

word  "  children  "  used  in,  means  legitimate  child 184 

STAT.  OF  FRAUDS.     (See  Table  St.  29  C.  2,  c.  3)  wise  in  princi.,  badly 

drawn  853 

must  be  pleaded  specially     '.    .       .    .  ......  .       .      297 

?  1.  what  it  enacts ...  854 

not  applicable  to  demises  under  seal 855 

what  leases,  estes.  and  interests  in  land  must  be  in  writing  signed     854 
writing  must  be  signed  by  party,  or  by  agent  author,  in  writ.  .  854,  947 

I  2.  except  leases  not  exceeding  three  years    .  854,  855 

effect  of  parol  lease  for  more  than  three  years 855,  856 

I  3.  how  leases,  estates,  and  interests  in  lands  assigned  or  surrendered  856^ 

858 
writing  must  be  signed  by  party,  or  by  agent  authorized  in  writ.  857,  947 

surrender  by  operation  of  law,  what: — 858 — 864 

does  not  depend  on  intention  .  859 

acceptance  of  new  void  lease .        .        .      860 

voidable  lease     ....  859 

agreement  to  purchase  by  tenant    .  86O 

cancellation  of  lease 861 

new  interest  granted  to  stranger,  tenant  giving  up  poss.      .    .  862 

of  bankrupt's  lease,  by  trustee 864 

trustees  of  Indust.  or  Benefit  Build.  Soc.  vacating  mortgage  .    .      865 

assignment,  by  act  of  law — death,  marriage,  bankruptcy  .  , .  855,  866 

?§  7,  8,  9,  what  truste  must  be  created,  or  assigned  by  writing  signed  .      867 

resulting  trusts  excepted .        .        .    .      868 

when  such  trusts  arise.     (See  Trusts) .  868 — 870 

signature  must  be  by  party  himself ...  867,  946 

J  4.  what  it  enacts >       .  .      870 

not  applicable  to  deeds 870 

writ  may  be  signed  by  party  or  by  agent  orally  appointed  .    .    .  870,  947 

i  17.  what  it  enacts 870,  891 

how  extended  by  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act      ...  871 

to  satisfy  either  ^  4  |  17,  consideration  must  appear  in  writing     .      871 

except  as  to  guarantees 871,  881, 
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this  rule  of  very  questionable  policy 872 

rejected  in  many  States  of  America §''^2 

consideration  need  not  be  stated  in  express  terms 873 

sufficient  if  collected  by  reasonable  inteendent 873 

writing  may  be  signed  by  party,  or  by  agent  orally  appointed  871,  947 
one  party  to  the  contract  cannot  sign  as  agent  for  the  other   .        .      871 

what  consideration  will  support  a  promise 873 

how  much  of  contract  must  be  in  writing 873 — 875 

names  of  both  contracting  parties  must  appear  .  .        .  .      875 

contract  need  not  be  compromised  in  single  document  .        .      876 

may  be  made  out  from  correspondence 876 

or  by  signed  letter  referring  to  writings       876 

entire  contract  must  be  collected^from  writings         877 

verbal  testimony  inadmissible  to  supply  omissions  in  contract  .    .      877 

letter  addressed  to  third  party  will  suffice .        .      878 

memorandum  after  action  brought  insufficient   .  .  .        .      878 

place  of  signature  immaterial .    .      878 

mode  of  signature,  initials,  printed  signature         879 

need  not  be  signed  by  both  parties 879 

written  proposal  accepted  by  parol    .    .  880 

special  prom,  by  exor.  or  admor.  to  answer  damages  out  of  own 

estate  must  be  by  writing  signed 870 

guarantee  must  be  in  writing  signed 870 

writing  may  be  signed  by  party  or  by  agent  appointed  by  parol    870 

consideration  need  not  appear  in  writing     .  881 

what  constitutes  a  guarantee 881 — 884 

provisions  as  to  guarantees  extended  by  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act  .  933 

agreement  in  consideration  of  marriage  must  be  by  writing  signed     370 

what  is  such  an  agreement 884 — 886 

agreement  not  to  be  performed  within  year,  must  be  by  writing 

signed    .  .  .  ....      870 

what  is  such  an  agreement 886 — 888 

contr.  for  sale  of  lands  or  any  interest  therein  must  be  by  writing 

sigiied 870 

what  is  an  interest  in  lands   .  .  888 — 895 

shares  in  companies  possessed  of  real  estate  .    .  F90,  891 

growingcrops 892 — 895 

contracts  for  sale  of  goods,  &c. ,  of  101.  value  must  be  in  writing 

signed 870 

extended  by  Ld.  Tenterden'  s  Act  to  goods  not  actually  made,  &c.     871 
I  17  does  not  apply  to  agreem.  to  procure  goods  for  another,  and 

to  take  them  to  a  certain  place .    .  .      895 

nor  to  fixtures 895 

does  apply  to  several  articles  purchased  at  one  time,  at  distinct 

prices .  .      895 

to  agreement  by  artist  to  paint  a  picture  .        .  Errata 

to  contract  by  dentist  to  make  a  set  of  teeth    .    .  895 

shares  in  companies  not  goods,  wares  and  meich.  within  ^  17     .      892 
exceptions  to  rule  requiring  writing  under  ^  17  : — 

1.  when  part  payment,  or  earnest  money  given    .    .  871,  872,  894 

2.  when  acceptance  and  actual  receipt  of  part  of  goods  872,  894 
whether  acceptance  proved,  question  for  jury  .  .  .  .  59,896 
meaning  of  acceptance  and  actual  receipt 895 — 931 

must  be  intended  by  both   parties  to   change  right  cf 

possess 896 

marking  goods  by  vendee  in  vendor's  shop  .  .  897 

horse  transferred  from  sale  to  livery  stable      .  .    .      897 
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bailee  of  goods  selling  them  on  his  own  account  ....  893 
constructive  delivery  of  ponderous  goods,  Ifey  of  warehouse  898 
acceptance  by  purchaser  of  warrant  or  delivery  order  .  898 
goods  delivered  to  carrier  or  warfinger  named  by  vendee  .      899 

distinctions  between  J  4  and  'i  17  of  St.  of  Frauds 894 

contracts  under  former  must  be  stamped,  under  latter  exempt  .  .  894 
§  4  applies  to  contr.  of  any  val. ,  &  in  some  oases  to  those  part  perfmd.  894 
1 17  does  not  apply  to  contr.  und.  10?. ,  or  where  pt.  -pay. ,  or  pt.  -accept.  894 
when  contracts  under  §  4  will  be  supported,  if  part  performed       .      89 1 

J  5,  devises  of  real  estate,  how  sign,  and  attested  Under 901 

agreem.  under,  may  be  totally  aband.  before  breach,  by  oral  contr.     974 
cannot  be  partially  abandoned  by  oral  contr.     .    .      974 

STATUTE  OF  "WILLS.     (See  Wills,  &  Table  St.  7  W.  i  &1Y.,  c.  26) 

STATUTES  OF  LIMITATION.     (See  Limitations) 

STEALING.     (See  Larceny) 

STEAM-VESSEL,  rules  as  to  passing  each  other 7,  Errata 

presum.  of  wilful  default,  in  case  of  accid. ,  while  neglect,  these  rules  7,  Errata 

STEPHENSON,  his  evidence  on  railway  travelling  .    .  82 

STEWARD,  entries  against  interest  made  by  deceased,  admissible   .    .    .      591 
how  far  necessary  in  such  case  to  prove  that  he  filled  the  ofBce  .    .      599 

communications  made  to,  not  privileged  .    .  788 

of  a  borough,  what  documents  bound  to  produce  as  witness    .    .    .      421 

STOCK,  transfer  of,  proved  by  Bank  books .        ...    1511 

contract  for  sale  of,  not  within  J  17  of  St.  of  Fraluds 891,892 

STOCK  EXCHANGE,  broker  presumed  to  act  in  accord,  with  rules  of,  200,  201 

STOCKBROKERS.     (See  Broker) 

not  now  bound  to  keep  books ...      390 

STOLEN  GOODS,  recent  possess,  of,  raises  presump.  of  guilt    83,  84,  161—163 
this  presumption  sometimes  erroneous     ....  .      83,  84 

STORES,  presumption  from  possession  of  Her  Majesty'is    ...'..    .349,350 

STRANGER.     (See  Privies,  Public  Records  and  Documents) 

alterations  made  by,  in  instruments,  when  fatal 1554 — 1556 

refusing  to  produce  documents,  when  secondary  evid.  admissible  418 
estoppels  not  enforceable  by,  or  binding  on  ...    .  121,  707 — ^709 

recitals  in  private  statutes,  no  evidence  against 1417 

when  evid.  in  matters  of  pedigree     .    .    1417 

judgments,  how  far  evidence  against ....  1422 — 1424 

judgments  in  rem,  how  far  binding  upon 1432 — 1434 

judgm.  inter  partes,  inadmiss.  for  or  agst. ,  in  proof  of  facts  adjudged  1436 
exception,  when  admissible  in  nature  or  reputation  .    .  1437 

inquisitions,  how  far  evidence  against .    .    1503 

admissions  by,  generally  rejected.     (See  Admissions) 653 

when' evidence 667 — 671 

confessions  made  under  inducements  by,  how  far  admissible       750 — 752 

declarations  of,  inadmissible  in  matters  of  pedigree 560 

admission  to,  of  debt,  does  it  bar  St.  of  Limit.? 923 

to  a  document,  may  contradict  it  or  vary  it  by  parol 978 

has  no  right  to  inspect  certain  documents 1282 — 1287 

STREET.     (See  Highway)  the  word  not  judicially  noticed 23 

meaning  of,  question  for  jury,  when 58 

in  indict,  for  stealing  fixtures  in  any,  property  need  not  be  alleged     288 

STYLE   evidence  of  custom  inadmiss.  to  show  feasts  in  lease  refer  to  Old     991 

of  composition  of  two  writings  may  be  compared 1586 
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SUBMISSION.     (See  Award) 

SUBORNATION  OF  PERJUEY,  witn.  may  be  awarded  costs  on  trial  of  1063 
of  witn.  may  be  proved  or  disproved  on  any  trial 320 

SUBPCENA,  witn.  made  to  attend  by.  {See  Aiiend.  of  Witn.)  .  .1050—1058 
production  of  documents,  when  enforced  by  sabp.  duces  tecum  .  .  1051 
when  subp.  duces  tecum  will  not  issue  without  order  of  Ct.  or  judge  1310 
witness  producing  document  under,  need  not  be  sworn  ....  1221 
witn.  produc.  doc.  under,  if  not  sworn,  cannot  be  cross-examined     1221 

may  be  sealed  in  blank,  and  filled  up  afterwards 1560 

differs  from  subp.  duces  tecum  in  what   .  1052 

writ  of,  only  good  for  one  sitting 1052 

must  state  what  particulars  in  ordinary  actions 1051 — 1055 

service  of,  must  be  made  a  reasonable  time  before  trial  .  .  .  1052,  1353 
must  be  made,  in  what  manner,  and  how  proved  .  .  .  1054 
when  witn.  must  aus.  though  he  has  not  been  served  with  1053 

SUBSCRIBING  "WITNESS.     (See  Attesting  Witness) 

SUBSEQUENT  ASSENT.'byprincipaltounauthorisedaotofagent  534,  845,  947 

SUBSTANCE  of  issue  must,but  need  only, be  proved.  (See  Allega.  Variance)  233 
of  former  examination,  when  witness  can  speak  to 492 

SUBSTITUTiaN  of  bequest,  and  not  revocation,  when  intended     .    .  914,  919 

SUGGESTIONS  FOE  AMENDING  THE  LAW  OF  EVIDENCE:— 

to  abolish  distinction  between  local  and  transitory  ofiences  .  .  277,  278. 
to  abolish  right  of  Att. -Gen.  to  reply  in  political  trials  ....  364 
to  abolish  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Slatterie  v.  Pooley  .  .  .  .  382,  383 
to  amend  Jervis'  Act  as  to  mode  of  taking  depositions  by  Js.  .  434 — 437 
to  allow  proof  of  sanity  or  insanity  by  evid.  of  treat,  by  relatives  509 — 512 
to  abolish  law  in  equity,  which  admits  parol  evidence  againstaplaiu- 
tiff  seeking  specific  performance,  but  rejects  it  for  him    .    .    .971,972 

to  extend  the  power  of  ordering  views ^ 504,  505 

to  admit  entries  made  by  tradesman  or  merchant  in  his  shop-books  623,  624 
to  limit  rule  rejecting  confess,  on  ground  of  induce,  held  out748,  760,  762 
to  admit  confessions  purporting  to  have  been  taken  on  oath   .    .    .      772 
to  repeal  law  which  req.pris.  under  exon.to  be  twice  caut.  by  Js.  764 — 766 
to  abolish  law  which  requires  that  consideration  for  contract  should 
appear  in  writing  signed  under  St.  of  Frauds     ....  .    .      872 

to  render  law  uniform  as  to  mode  of  appointing  agents        ....      947 

to  render  communic.  to  clergymen  and  med.  men  privileged  .  787 — 789 
to  abolish  rule,  requiring  two  witnesses  to  each  overt  act  in  treason  820 
to  abolish  rule  of  Eccles.  Courts,  requiring  more  than  one  witn.  .  829 
to  abolish  days  of  grace  for  paying  all  bills  and  notes  .    .        .        .      993 

to  limit  the  admissibility  of  usage  to  explain  contracts 1012 

to  amend  the  scale  of  costs  for  pros,  and  witn.  in  cim.  trials  1065 — 1069 
to  enable  inferior  cts.  to  issue  sub]),  beyond  their  jurisdic  .  .  1078,  1082 
to  direct  Q.  B.  to  enforce  obedience  to  such  subp.  by  attachment  .  1081 
to  extend  to  other  courts  power,  now  extended  to  all  Divis.  of  High 

Court,  of  bringing  witnesses  from  Scotland  or  Ireland  ...  .  1078 
to  empower  examiners  of  High  Ct.  to  enforce  attend,  of  witn.  .  .  1089 
to  establish  an  uniform  mode  of  enforcing  attend,  of  witn.  .  .  .  1126 
to  render  all  defts.  in  crim.  proceedgs.  compet.  witn.  .    .        .  1157 

to  empower  ct.  to  disallow  vexatious  cross-exon 1157 

to  abolish  rule  in  Eevenue  causes  rejecting  witnesses  who  have  re- 
mained in  ct.  after  order  to  withdraw 1194 

to  modify  the  rule  which  protects  witnesses  from  self-crimn.  .    .        1244 

to  allow  prisoners  copies  of  indictments 1273 

■  to  protect  instrumente  from  being  vitiated  by  unauthorised  or  acci- 
dental alterations  of  strangers 1554 1557 
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SUGGESTIONS  FOE  AMENDING  THE  LAW  OF  EVIDENCE— contowed. 
to  rescind  rule  in  Eq.  requiring  proof  of  deed  by  attest,  witn.  in  ex 

parte  cases : 1565,  1566 

what  rules  of  Sup.  Ct.  1883,  appear  to  be  unwise 1195 

SUICIDE,  dying  declarations  of,  admissible  against  accessory 628 

SUIT.     (See  Action) 

SUMMAEY  CONVICTIONS.     (See  Convictions) 

SUMMAEY  JUEISDIC.  ACT,  1879.     (See  Table  St.  42  &  43  V.,  c.  49)  .    1073 

rules  made  under,  judicially  noticed 26 

just,  under  may  allow  costs  of  pros,  and  witn 1073 

SUMMAEY  JUEISDIC.  ACT,  1884.     (See  Table  St.,  47  &  48  V.,  c.  43)  Errata 

SUMMING  UP,  observations  on  different  modes  of 38,39 

SUMMONS,  when  attend,  of  witn.  enforced  by.     (See  Attend,  of  Witnesses) 

dismissed  at  chambers,  effect  of 1494,  1495 

how  proved  in  Cty.  Cts 1350 

SUNDAY,  what  days  of  the  month  fall  on,  judicially  noticed    .    .        .    .        21 
SUPEEIOE  COUETS.     (See  Courts  of  Law,  Chancery  Div.,  Supreme  Ct.) 

SUPPLETOEY  OATH,  when  necessary  in  Eoman  law 623 

SUPPOET,  right  to,  from  adjoining  lands 144 

houses 145 

from  subjacent  soil 145,  146 

from  lower  stories .    .      145 

SUPPEESSION  OF  EVIDENCE,  presumption  from   .  137,  138,  498,  696 

SUPEEME  COUET.     (See  CoMris  o/iaw)  seal  of,  judicially  noticed  .    .        10 

seal  of  each  division  of,  judicially  noticed .        10 

seal  of  principal  and  district  registries  of,  judicially  noticed  ...        10 

rules  of,  when  judicially  noticed    . 25 

how  proved 1311,  1351 

records  of,  how  proved 1310 

proceedings  of,  when  judicially  noticed 25 

signature  of  judges  of,  when  judicially  noticed 14,17,18 

judges  of,  do  not  judicially  notice  inferior  cts 26 

costs  in.     (See  Costs) 

jury  trials  in.     (See  Jury,  Trials  by  Jury) 

notices  sent  from  offices  of,  may  be  transmitted  by  post 198 

presumption  respecting  service  of  such  notices 198 

SUPEEME  COUET  EULES,  1883,  how  proved 1311,  1351 

rules  as  to  amendments.  *  (See  Amendments) 235,  236 

do  not  affect  crim.  proceedings 236,  254 

or  div.  or  mat.  causes 236,  254 

but  apply  to  civil  proc.  on  Crown  side  of  Q.  B.  Div.  236,  254 
to  proc.  on  Eev.  side  of  Q.  B.  Div.  .  .  .  236,  254 
to  High  Ct.  having  jurisdic.  in  bkptcy  .    .    .      254 

to  admiralty  actions 254 

to  probate  actions 254 

to  County  Cts.  having  jurisdic.  in  bkptcy     .      254 

as  to  pleadings.     (See  Pleadings) 291 — 297 

as  to  proceedings  in  lieu  of  demurrer     ....    114,297,714,725 
as  to  mode  of  proof  of  service  of  not.  to  produce     .       ...      413 

as  to  form  of  notice  to  produce ,■    ■  '•        .      408 

as  to  costs  where  notice  contains  unnecessary  docs 418 

as  to  exam,  of  witn.  before  Examiners  or  Commissioners. 

(See  Depositions,  Examiner,  Commission)  452 

as  to  interrogatories.     (See  Interrogatories) 471 — 486 

as  to  inspection.     (See  Inspection,  View) 502 
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SUPREME  COURT  RULES,  1883— coniiyiued. 

as  to  only  to  apply  to  civil  proceedings 505 

as  to  actions  for  perpetuating  testimony  .        .    •  489 

as  to  admissibility  of  shop  books  in  ev.     ....        .        .    .      622 

do  not  apply  to  proceedings  at  Nisi  Prius 622 

as  to  notices  to  admit.     (See  Notice  to  Admit)      ....    635 — 639 
as  to  admission  in  pleading.     (See  Admissions)   .    .    .        713 — 715 

as  to  payment  into  and  out  of  court 716,  717 

as  to  inquiries  and  accounts         622,  704,  1195_ 

as  to  the  form  and  service  of  subpoenas  .  ....    1051,  1054 

as  to  renewal  of  writ 1347 

as  to  the  administration  of  oaths 1178 

as  to  evidence  by  affidavit.     (See  Affidavit) 1187—1191 

as  to  public  records 1269,  1277,  1313 

as  to  Central  Office.     {See  Central  Off.  of  Sup.  a.)        .    .    .    1314 

as  to  place,  time,  and  mode  of  service  of  process 1348 

as  to  discov.  &  inspect,  of  docs.  (See  Primte  Writings)  1519 — 1541 

as  to  mode  of  trial 30 — 32 

as  to  appeals 1592 

as  to  costs.     (See  Costs) 
SUPREME  CT.  OF  JUD.  ACTS,  1873,  1875.     (See  Tahle  St.  36  &  37  V., 

c.  66,  and  33  &  39  V.  c.  77.) 
SUPREME  CT.  OF  JUD.  IREL.  ACT,  1877.     (See  Taile  St.  40  &  41  V., 
c.  57,  Ir.) 

SURETY,  admission  by  principal,  when  evidence  against 680,  681 

may  plead  equitably  that  he  is  discharg.  by  giving  time  to  princi.  981,  982 
judgm.   against,   evid.  for  him  to  prove  amount  he  has  paid  for 

princpl .  .     1422 

but  no  evid.  of  principal's  default  .        .    .  1423 

SURGEON.     (See  Medical  Man) 

SURGICAL  CERTIFICATE  of  age  under  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  .  1400 
burthen  of  proof  of  age  in  proceedings  under 352 

SURPLUSAGE,  definition  of 262 

need  not  be  proved 262 

instances  of 262—266,  268 

distinction  between,  and  needless  particularity  in  statements    266 — 268 

SURRENDER.     (See  St.  of  Frauds) 

of  lease,  by  operation  of  law,  what    ...        .  ...    85R — 865 

when  presumable        159,  160 

when  signed  writing  necessary  as  evidence  of    .  857 

when  deed  necessary      851 

of  unsatisfied  terms,  when  not  presumed 159 

of  satisfied  terms,  no  longer  presumed,  such  terms  ceasing  by  Stat.  158,159 

of  copyholds,  admissibility  of 1507 

of  incorporeal  rights,  must  be  by  deed 855 

SURROGATES,  appointment  of,  presumed  from  acting 188 

SURROUNDING  CIRCUMSTANCES  of  parties  to  suit,  when  relevant  .  304 
evid.  to  explain  deeds  and  wills 1015 — 1020 

SURVEYORS,  slight  value  of  testimony  of 89 

warrant  that  they  possess  competent  skill 1008 

SURVEYS,  how  proved 1343 

when  necessary  to  prove  commission 541,  1343 

when  not 1343,  1345 

when  evidence,  as  admission  by  privies 683,  1505 

Down  Survey  admissible  as  public  document 1505 

Ordnance  Survey  inadmissible 1505 
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SURVIVORSHIP.     (See  Death,  Life) 

presumptions  respecting 220 — 222 

SUgANNAH  and  the  elders,  precedent  for  ordering  witnesses  out  of  ct.      1194 

SUSPICION,  reasonableness  of,  question  for  jury      43 

SWORN,  witness  called  to  produce  a  document  need  not  be 1221 

other  witnesses  must  be.     (See  OatJi,,  Competency) 1172 — 1174 

unless  they  are  insensible  to  obligon.  of  oath 1176 

or  unless  they  have  concient.  objection,  when  they  may  affirm  .    .    1181 

TAVERN,  presumption  respecting  keeper  of  .    .  206 

TAXING  MASTERS  of  Sup.  Ct.,  attend,  of  witn.  before,  how  enforced     1090 

.  may  administer  oaths 1178. 

TECHNICAL  TERMS,  in  writing,  may  be  explained  by  parol     ....      986 

prim^  facie,  to  be  understoojl  in  their  technical  sense 962 

to  be  explained  by  jury 61 — 63 

TELEGRAM,  containing  name  of  party,  will  prob.  satisfy  St.  of  Frauds  878,  879 
Ry.  Co.  may  be  sued  for  transmitting  a  libellous 842 

TENANCY.     (See  Tenant,  Landlord,  Lease,  Use  and  Occupation) 

terms  of,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol,  "if  there  be  a  lease 374 

fact  of,  provable  by  parol,  without  producing  lease,  when     .    377 — 379 

must  be  created  by  deed,  when 851 

must  have  been  created  by  signed  writing,  when 854 — 857 

how  assigned  or  surrendered  since  1st  Oct.  1845 851 

before  that  date ;    .  857,  858 

how  and  when  surrendered  by  operation  of  law.  (See  Si.  of  Frauds)  858 — 

865 

how  and  when  assigned  by  operation  of  law 865 

how  and  when  surrendered  or  assigned  in  Irel 857 

what  incidents  annexed  to,  by  common  law 1001 

by  evidence  of  usage 995 

by  Stat,  in  Irel 1001, 1002 

cannot  be  shown  by  usage  to  have  reference  to  Old  Style    ....      991 

from  year  to  year,  when  presumed ...        .194 

presumption  as  to,  when  determinable 48,  194,  700,  701 

TENANT,whenestopp.from denying landlord'stitle.  (SecEs/op^eO  122—126,726 

encroaching  on  waste,  presumed  to  act  for  landlord 147 

holding  over,  presumptive  effect  of .      215 

admissions  by,  how  far  evidence  against  landlord 684 

admissions  by  landlord,  how  far  evidence  against     . 683 

forfeiture  by,  when  waived  by  landlord  suing  or  distraining  for  rent   698, 
'  '        699 

by  landlord  accepting  rent 699 

by  landlord  misleading  tenant   ....      726 

when  not  waived  by  landlord's  passive  acquiescence  700,  701 

receiving  notice  to  quit  without  objection,  effect  of,  as  an  admiss'n.     701 

surrendering  lease  by  operation  of  law.      (See  St.  of  Frauds)      858 — 865 

stealing  chattels  or  fixtures  exceeding  value  of  £5        279 

title  of,  to  away-going  crop,  may  be  proved  by  usage 995 

cannot  quit  without  notice,  though  premises  out  of  repair     .    .    .    1002 

may  quit  furnished  apartments  without  notice,  when 1002 

at  will, convertible  into  tenant  from  year  to  year, by  paym.of  rent  852,  855 
in  tail,consentofprotectortodispositionof,  must  be  by  deed  enroUd.     957 

in  dower,  when  bound  by  judgment  of  ancestor 1442 

by  the  courtesy,  v>'hen  bound  by  judgment  of  ancestor    ...        .    1442 
for  life,  verdict  for  or  against,  no  evid.  for  or  against  reversioner  .    1446 

effect  of  paying  off  an  incumbrance  by 174,  175 
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TENANTS  IN  COMMON.     (See  Joint  Tenants) 

how  described  in  indictments ; 286 

when  persons  held  to  be,  contrary  to  prim^  facie  view 1019 

admissions  by  one,  not  receivable  against  others    . ,.      661 

TENDER,  evidence  of,  when  admiss.  under  gen.  issue  in  action  against  Js.     302 

when  invalid  as  being  conditional 59 

whether  conditional,  question  for  jury  •    ■    i ^^ 

of  rent,  within  what  hours  it  must  be  made 46, 47 

of  expenses  to  witnesses,  when  necessary.  (See  Attendance  of  Wit- 
nesses) 
necessity  for  formal  tender  of  evidence 1593 

TENTEEDEN'S  ACT.     (See  id.  Tenierden' s  Act) 

TEEM,  outstanding,  surrender  of 158, 159 

TEEMS,  meaning  of  particular.     (See  Meaning) 

TEEEIEES,  what  and  when  admissible 1358,  1506 

what  is  the  prdper  place  of  custody  of 582,  583 

TESTAMENT.     (See  Will,  Bible) 

TESTATOE,  declarations  or  intention  of,  generally  inadmissible    .    .    .    1022 

admissible,  when  will  impeached  for  fraud  or  forgery 968 

when  descriptiou'in  will  applicable  to  two  subjects    1026 — 

•    ■    •  1028 

to  rebut  an  equity.     (See  Rebutting  an  Equity)  .    1042 — 1044 

here  immaterial,  except  as  to  weight  of  evid. ,  when  and  how  made  1028 

ademption  of  legacy  by 976, 1045 

circes.  surrounding,  to  be  considered  in  interpret,  wills  .  .  1015—1020 
his  habit  of  misnaming  persons  or  things,  provable  by  parol  .  .  .  1029 
insanity  of,  may  be  proved,  notwithstanding  probate,  when  .    .    .    1433 

judgment  against,  binding  on  executor 1442 

admissions  by,  evidence  against  executor 682 

presumed  to  know  contents  and  effect  of  will 178 

other  presumptions  respecting 178 — 185 

competency  of,  question  for  jury 59 

what  amounts  to  undue  influence  over,  question  for  jury 59 

TESTIMONY,  actions  to  perpetuate.     (See  Perpetuating  Testimony)    .  489,  490 

faith  in,  on  what  it  depends.    (See  Belief) 71 — 89 

of  enslaved  people,  value  of 76 

of  women '        76,  77 

of  children 77,  78 

of  foreigners 78 

of  policemen  and  constables 78,  79,  88,  89 

of  skilled  witnesses 79,  89,  573,  1590 

of  accomplices 38,  830 — 833 

of  persons  in  their  own  favour    ....        828 — 830 

degrees  of.     (See  Best  Emdence) 

TESTS  OF  TEUTH,  what  are  the  best 75 

THAMES  CONSERVANCY,  by-laws  of,  how  proved '.    .    1414 

THANKSGIVING,  days  of,  judicially  noticed 24 

THEATEE.     (See  Dramatic  Piece) 

onus  of  proving  licence  of 351 

consent  of  author  to  performance  in 354 

ticket  of  admission  to  revocable 836 

THEFT,  presumpt.  of,  from  recent  possession  of  stolen  property  83,  84, 161 — 163 

THEEMOMETEE  presumed  to  register  accurately 202 

THIEF,  confession  by,  not  evidence  of  theft,  as  against  receiver     .    .    .      778 

THIRD  PERSONS.     (See  Strangers) 
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THEEA.T  excludes  confession,  when.     (See  Confession) 748—761 

does  not  exclude  evidence  of  facts  ascertained  by  confession  .    .  776,  777 

former,  admissible,  as  evidence  of  malice,  on  indictment  for  mur.       327 

THREATENING  LETTER,  on  indictment  for  sending,  duty  of  jury   .    .      66 

other  threatening  letters  admissible,  when 327 

THRESHING  MACHINES,  in  pros,  for  accidents  by,  negligence  of  owner 

presumed,  when      351 

TIDE.     (See  Sea) 

TIDINGS,  absence  of,  for  7  years,  raises  presumption  of  death    ....      218 
for  reasonable  time,  raises  presumption  of  loss  of 

ship 222 

TIMBER,  when  within  H  of  Stat,  of  Frauds 894 

TIME.     (See  Limiiatiom)  definition  of 22 

questions  of  reasonable,  whether  forjudge  or  jury.    (See  Functions 

of  Jtidge  and  Jury) 44 — 52,  1053 

inference  of  law  as  to  reasonable,  where  contract  is  silent       .    .    .      196 

fornial  averments  of,  should  be  omitted  in  civil  pleadings   ....      275 

should  be  omitted  in  indictments   ....  275,  277 

if  inserted,  need  not  usually  be  proved  as  laid 275,  277 

of  serving  notice  to  produce ...  410 — 413 

of  serving  subpoena ' .    .   1052,  1053 

what  is  the  regular,  for  calling  for  product,  of  documents  atthe  trial  1545 
for  objecting  to  competency  of  witness  .  .  .  1183 
statem.  of,instat.  writ,  agreem., cannot  be  varied  by  subseq.  oralcont.  975 
in  written  agreem.  cannot  be  varied  by  contempor.  oral  contract  .  980 
of  birth,  marriage,  and  death,  are  matters  of  pedigree     ....  565 

how  far  provable  by  registers.     (See  Births,  Marriage,  Death  Registers) 

computation  and  course  of,  judicielly  noticed .  21,  22 

regularity  presumed  from  lapse  of 152,  153 

of  gestation,  how  far  judicially  noticed 20 

TITHES,  title  to,  how  affected  by  St.  of  Limit 95,  96 

entries  by  deceased  rectors  or  vicars,  respecting 603,  604 

are  receipts  of,  by  lessees  of  vicarial  tithes,  evid.  of  modus  as  agst. 

vicar? 684 

TITLE  COMMISS.,  agreements  and  awards  confirmed  by,  how  proved      1378 
now  styled  Land  Commiss.  for  England  .    .  .  ....        12 

TITLE,  within  what  time,  must  be  disputed.     (See  Limitations) 

when  presumed  from  possession  ...  ...  148 

from  receipt  of  rent 148 

statm.  by  possessor  of  land  in  disparagement  of  his  own,  admiss.  600 — 603 
warranty  of,  when  implied  in  contracts  of  sale  of  real  estate     .    .    1000 

in  demises  of  real  estate        1001 

on  sale  of  chattels 1003 

paramount  eviction  by,  tenant  may  show 125 

of  peer,  how  described  in  indictment  ....  ....      285 

of  foreigner  of  rank,  how  described 285,  286 

to  landed  estate,when  provable  by  certif.  under  Transfer  of  Land  Act  1401 

under  Declon,  of  Title  Act.  1402 

TITLE  DEEDS,  witn.  &  party  not  bound  to  produce  his  own  .    .  419,  420,  1253 

trustee  not  compellable  to  produce  his  cestui  que  trust's    ....      790 

solic.  not  compellable  though  allowed  to  produce  his  client's     .  42'),  791 

stealing,  destroy,  or  conceal. ,  not  punishable,  if  disclosed  on  oath  1245 

TOLLS  presumed  legal  from  long  enjoyment 153 

what  claims  of,  provable  by  hearsay  .    , 542 

when  verdicts  and  judgments  inter  alios  admissible  to  prove     .    .    1437 

of  turnpike,  agreement  to  let,  need  not  be  under  seal 853 
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TOLZEE.     (See  Foreign  Attachment) 

TOMBSTOlSfE,  mscriptions'on,  evidence  in  cases  of  pedigree      .    .        .    .      574 
,    provable  by  copy 404,  575 

TOOLS  for  coining,  forging,  housebreaking,  &c.,  on  indictment  for  having 

in  possession,  defendant  must  prove  lawful  excuse 349 

TORTS,  in  actions  for,  admission  of  one  defendant  no  evid.  against  others    661 
corporations  liable,  when .      842 

TORTURE,  old  practice  of .^      761 

when  abolished 761 

TOTAL  LOSS,  under  allegation  of.  plaintiff  may  recover  for  partial  loss    274 

TOWN,  limits  of,  provable  by  hearsay '  .    .    .      542 

how  far  meaning  of  word,  question  for  judge  or  jury 64,65 

TRADE.     (See  Board  of  Trade ;  Course  of  Office  or  Business) 

mode  of  carry,  on  in  one  place,  when  evid.  of  such  mode  in  another     309 
usage  of,  may  explain  writ,  cent.,  when.     {See  Parol  Ev.)   .    .  986 — 996, 

1010—1014 

TRADE-MARKS  presumed  genuine  as  against  vendor,  when 1006 

used  in  will,  may  be  interpreted  by  parol .    .    1018 

registration  of  under  46  &  47  V.,  c.  57 1393 

effect  of 1392 

proof  of 1392 

TRADER  by  custom  in  London,  married  woman  may  be 8 

TRADESMEN,  entries  by,  in  shop-books,  when   evid.  for,   in  America, 

Scotl.,  France,  Supreme  Ct.,  and  other  courts 620 — 624 

TRADE  UNION  ACT,  1871.     (See  Table  St.  34  &  35  V.,  c.  31) 

compliance  with  Act,  how  proved       .        .  1396 

TRADES  UNIONS,  certificate  of  registry  of,  how  tar  admissible     ...    1396 

TRADING  company.     (See  Joint  Stock  Cos.) 
corporation.     (See  Corporation) 

TRADITION,  how  far  evid.  in  matters  of  pedigree.     (See  Pedigree)     560 — 579 
of  public  and  gen.  inter.     (See  Public  and  General  Inter. )  537—559 

TRAITOR.     (See  Treason) 

TRANSFER,  of  goods,  by  symbolical  delivery 898 

of  stock,  proved  by  bank-books 1511 

of  shares  under  Co.  CI.  Cons.  Act  must  be  by  deed  ......  845,  846 

of  incorporeal  rights  must  be  by  deed 835 

of  chattels,  when  irre  vocable  ...  837 

of  ship  must  be  by  bill  of  sale 849,  850 

of  land,  by  deed 851 

of  property,  when  presumed  fraudulent  in  bkptcy,  law  ....  106,  107 

TRANSFER  OF  LANDS  ACTS,  1862,  1875.     (See  Table  St.  25  &  26  V., 
c.  53,  and38&39  v.,  c.  87) 

effect  of  certificate  under 1401   1402 

seal  of  Land  Registry  OflSce  judicially  noticed 11 

presump.  recognised  by,  as  to  ownership  of  minerals 150 

registrar  under,  may  enforce  attend,  of  witn 1110 

register  kept  under,  inspection  of 1297 

rules  made  by  Ld.  Ch.  under,  judicially  noticed 26 

TRAVELLING  EXPENSES,  when  allowed  to  witn.  in  Civil  Cts.  .    .  Appendix 

in  Crim.  Cts.    1065—1071 

TRAVERSE,  effect  of  omitting  to,  as  an  admission.   (See  Admissions)  713 — 715 

TREASON,  within  what  time  pros.ecutions  for,  must  be  commenced     .    .        98 

number  of  witnesses  necessary  to  establish 38   819 823 

is  wife  competent  witness  against  husband  in  prosec.  for  ?  ,    .    ,    .    1167 

(4666) 
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TREASON— eoreimaefJ. 

when  indictment  for,  charges  several  over^t  acts,  sufficient  to  prove  one  270 
no  overt  act  of,  evid.,  unless  laid  in  indict.,  orpf.  of  overt  acts  laid  313,  821 

judicial  confessions  of,  conclusive 743 

extra-judicial  confessions  of,  corroborative  evidence  only  .  .  .  743,  744 
unless  overt  act  charged  be  personal  injury  to  the  Sovereign  744,  822,  823 
copy  in  indict.  &  list  of  witn.  &  jurors,  must  be  deliv.,  vphen  1167,  1272 

the  delivery  must  be  in  presence  of  two  witnesses 1168 

names,  abodes,  &  professi.  of  witns.  &  jurors  must  be  stated  in  lists    1167 

not  necessary  to  specify  the  particular  house  or  street 1168 

time  for  objecting  to  non-compliance  with  these  regulations  .  .  .  1168 
compassing  death,  or  wound,  of  Sover.,  triable  as  murder  822,  823,  1168 
protect,  clauses  of  Stat,  of  Trea.  do  not  apply  to  such  case  822,  1168,  1273 
can  pris.  charged  with,  be  brought  up  as  wit.  by  hab.  corpus?  .    .    1086 

married  woman  may  be  convicted  of 209 

In  misprision  of,  defendant  must  prove  discovery  on  his  part,  if 
knowledge  traced  to  him 355 

TEEASURY,  instruments  issuing  from,  may  be  signed  by  two  Commis.  945 
proclamat.  orders  and  regulat.  issuing  from,  how  proved  .  .  1305,  1308 
signatures  to  official  letters  of  Lords  of,  not  judicially  noticed  .  .  20 
when  appointment  of  Lords  of,  presumed  from  acting  .        .    .    .  1 87, 188 

TREATISES  maybe  referred  to  by  experts  to  refresh  memory,  when  1214 — 1216 

TREATMENT.     (See  Conduct) 

TREATY,  British,  how  proved 1304 

of  foreign  state,  or  of  British  colony,  how  proved 15,  16,  1308 

for  compromise,  effect  of  admission  during 678,  688 — 690 

TREES.     (See  Boundary),  presumption  of  ownership  in 144 

stealg.  or  maliciously  damaging,  in  a  park,  &c.,  above  the  value  of  IZ.      279 

elsewhere,  above  the  value  of  5Z.      279 
when  within  ?  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds 894 

TRESPASS,  in  action  of,  admission  of  one  deft,  no  evidence  against  others  661 
sheriff  or  party  not  liable  to  action  of,  for  arresting  witness  .  .  .  1135 
recovery  in,  when  bar  to  subsequent  action  for  money  received  .  .  1448 
judgment  for  deft,  on  pleaof  spot  being  his,  howfar  bar  toactionof   1450 

within  what  time  action  for,  must  be  brought .    .  92,  93 

in  action  of,  costs  not  recoverable  without  certificate  of  judge,  when        55 
evidence  of  possession  sufficient  against  wrong-doer  .      148 

TRIAL,  when  put  off,  for  temporary  insanity,  or  illness  of  witn.     .    .  431,  432 

of  attesting  witn.  1567 
to  enable  import,  witn.  to  become  capab.  of  giving 

evid 1169 

in  consequence  of  amendment  allowed  .    j  253,  258,  259 

duty  of  judge  to  regulate  the  mode  of  examining  witnesses  at  .        1102 

to  settle  questions  respecting  right  to  begin  ....      362 

day  of,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol 371,  372 

what  is  proof  of 108,  109,  372 

new.     (See  iVew  rnaZ)  application  for,  rules  respecting    .    .    .1592,1593 

TRIAL  BY  JURY.     (See  Jwry,  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury) 

how  doubts  respecting  efficacy  of,  arose  .           29 

still  the  best  institution  for  protecting  innocence  in  crim.  cases    .  30 

present  law  as  to,  in  civil  actions  in  High  Court 30 — 33 

to  be  presided  over  by  single  judge,- unless  otherwise  specially 

ordered ■  ^^ 

new  rules  do  not  apply  to  proceedings  on  Crown  side  of  Q.  B.  Div.  33 

nor  to  proceedings  on  revenue  side  of  Q.  B.  Div.    .    .  33 

nor  to  proceedings  for  Div.  and  Mat.  causes   ....  33 
(4667) 
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TEIAL  BY  3VRY— continued. 

powers  of  judge  and  jury  should  be  kept  distinct  on 33,  34 

duties  of  judge  on 35     41 

costs  in,  to  follow  event  unless  judge  otherwise  orders 55 

meaning  of  event ''">  57 

TRINITY  MASTERS,  view  of  ship   by,  when  ordered  by  Ct.  of  Ad- 
miralty            504 

TROVER,  demand  and  refusal  presumptive  evidence  of  conversion  .    .    .      195 
parol  demand  admissible,  though  demand  in  writing  also  made    .      385 

for  written  instruments,  notice  to  produce  unnecessary 379,  415 

sustainable  against  Corp.,  where  goods  wrongfully  taken  by  their 

agent 842 

by  party  having  mere  possession  as  against  wrong-doer      148 
judg.  for  deft,  in,  when  bar  to  action  for  money  from  sale  of  goods    1448 
TRUCK  ACT,  what  contracts  under,  must  be  in  writing  signed  by  artificer 

939,  946 
under  23rd  section  signature  of  agent  will  not  suffice 946 

TRUSTEE  OF  BANKRUPT.     (See  Bankmpt  and  Bankruptcy  Courts) 

property  of  bankrupt  vests  in,  on  appointment 866 

so  of  debtor  in  cases  of  composition 866 

appointment  of,  how  proved 1321 

admiss.  and  effect  of 1492 

release  of,  by  order  of  Board  of  Trade 1492 

may  disclaim  lease,  when 864 

also  other  property      865 

character  of,  suing  or  sued,  must  be  specially  denied 297 

admission  of  character  of,  by  opponent  having  treated  him  as  such  695 

admission  by,  before  appointment,  whether  evid.  against  him   .  664 

written  admission  of  bankrupt  not  binding  on 708 

TRUSTEES  for  public,,  when  estopped  from  disputing  their  deeds   .    .    .  117 

admissions  by  one,  how  far  evidence  against  others 661 

admissions  by  cestui  que  trust,  when  evidence  against  .    .        .    665 — 667 

not  compellable  to  produce  title  deeds  of  cestui  que  trust  ....  790 
judge  will  order  insp.  of  priv.  writ.  depo.  with  holder  as  trust,  for 

applic 1534 

in  indictment,  what  sufficient  description  of 286 

when  presumed  to  have  conveyed  legal  estate  to  beneficial  owner  .  157 

satisfied  terms  outstanding  in,  when  determined    .           .           .    .  159 

bound  to  answer  respecting  frauds  committed  by  them,  when    .    .  1245 

cannot  be  convicted  of  fraud,  if  they  have  disclosed  oif.  on  oath  .  1245 

wife's  admissions,  when  admissible  against 671 

of  property  conveyed  for  religious  purposes,  must  be  appointed  by 

attested  deed 949,  1565 

presumption  against  deed  of  gift  to 172 

TRUSTS,  ci'eat.  of,  must  be  evidenced   by  writing  signed,  und.  St.  of 

Frauds   .    .           867 

letter  acknowledging  the  trust  sufficient 868 

grants  and  assignments  of,  must  be  by  writing  signed 867 

resulting  trusts  excepted  from  Act  , 868 

these  trusts  arise  : — 

1.  when  estate  purchased  by  one,  is  paid  for  by  another  .    .    .  868 

this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  parol,  or  by 

declarations  of  intention 1044 

if  so  rebutted,  may  be  fortified  by  counter  parol  evid.  1044 

2.  when  conveyance  made  in  trust  only  partially  declared  .    .  869 

3.  in  cases  of  fraud 816 

'                             how  far  probable  by  parol 869 

'  (4668) 
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TRUTH,  evidence  of  witness's  character  for,  -when  admissible 1260 

what  are  the  best  tests  of 75 

exhortations  to  speak,  have  caused  confessions  to  be  rejected  .    .    .      760 

may  be  pursued  too  keenly,  may  cost  too  much 786 

TURNIPS,  sale  of,  not  within  §4  of  St.  of  Frauds 893 

TURNPIKE  Acts,  inspection  of  what  books  allowed  by 1301 

agreement  to  let  tolls  under,  need  not  be  under  seal 852 

UMPIRE,  if  appointed,  award  how  proved  .    .  1344 

UNCONSCIONABLE  BARGAINS,  when  set  aside       173,  174 

UNDER-SHERIFF  has  same  power  to  amend  record  as  judge 253 

presumption  of  being,  from  acting 188 

admission  by,  when  evid.  against  sheriff 665 

witness  attending,  on  writ  of  inquiry,privd.from  arrest.  (See  Arrest)  1130 

UNDERSTANDING,  imbecility  of,  renders  witness  incompetent  ....    1169 

formerly  presumed  that  deaf  and  dumb  witness  were  without  .    .    1170 

of  witness  as  to  meaning  of  words,  when  evid.  in  actions  of  slander  1207 

UNDERWOOD,  when  sale  of,  within  H  of  St.  of  Frauds 894 

UNDERWRITER.     (See  Insurance) 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE,  presumption  of,  when 172,  173 

UNITED  STATES.     (See  New  York  Civil  Code) 

laws  differ  from  those  in  England,  as  to  cross-exon 1225 

as  to  effect  of  alteration  of  instrument  by  stranger 1554 

as  to  admissibility  of  entries  by  tradesmen  in  their  own  shop-books    620 

as  to  what  facts  they  admit  without  proof 19,  26 

as  to  warranty  on  sale  of  chattels 1003 

as  to  necessity  for  consid.  appearing  in  writing  signed  under  St.  of  Frs.  872 
as  to  necessity  for  contracts  by  Corp.  being  evidenced  by  deeds  .  888 
as  to  evid.  of  opinion  on  subject  of  sanity    .    .  .        .    .    .1208,1209 

UNIVERSITY,  sentence  of  expulsion  from,  judgment  in  rem 1431 

practice  and  proceedings  of  courts  of,  not  judicially  noticed,  when        27 

calendars  inadmissible ...  ...  .    1518 

of  Oxford,  court  of,  governed  by  common  and  stat.  law    .  .        27 

of  Cambridge,  rules,  by  which  court  of,  governed,  must  be  proved        2't 

UNKNOWN  PERSON,  how  described  in  indictment  .    .  ....      285 

UNLIQUIDATED  DAMAGES,  when  plaintiff  seeks,  he  must  begin  .    .      357 

UNMARRIED,  meaning  of  term  in  will  ...  185 

UNNATURAL  CRIME,  when  boy  may  be  convicted  of 127 

UNPUBLISHED  WRITINGS,  when  evid.  on  charge  of  sedition  ....      529 

UNSEAWORTHINESS.     (See  Ship)  ^ 

UNSOUNDNESS.     (See  Horse) 

URBAN  SANITARY  AUTHORITY,  seal  of,  judicially  noticed     ....        11 

USAGE.     (See  Custom)  for  25  years,  when  conclusive  of  religious  "doctrines      97 

of  trade,  when  presumed  to  be  known 200 

when  contract  presumed  subject  to       200,  201 

when  admissible  to  explain  writings 986 — 990 

to  annex  incidents.  (See  Parol  Evidence)  .  .  993 — 996 
under  ancient  grants,  &c.,  when  admissible  to  explain  .  .  1024,  1025 
not  admissible  to  contradict  what  is  plain  in  writings  .    .  990 — 992 

where  inconsistent  with  contract 1010 

or  impliedly  excluded  from  contract  ...  .    1010 

need  not  be  immemorial  or  uniform 1011 

where  trade  established  for  a  year  or  two 1011 

meaning  of  "custom  of  the  county,"  as  applied  to  husbandry   .    .    1011 

(4669) 
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party  against  whom  usage  adduced  may  prove: — 

1.  its  non-existence        1011 

2.  its  illegality  or  unreasonableness 1011 

3.  that  it  formed  no  part  of  agreement 1011 

ievidence  on  these  points  may  be  given  by  way  of  anticipation   .    .    1012 

explaining  documents  by,  dangerous 1012 — 1014 

raises  presumption  of  legal  origin,  when 152,153 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION,  how  it  may  be  proved 377 

when  grantor  by  parol  of  incorporeal  heredit.  may  sue  for  ....      836 
when  it  lies  by  or  against  Corp.,  though  no  demise  under  seal   123,  842, 

843 

contract,  if  in  writing,  must  be  produced 374 

USER,acts  of,  when  admiss.  to  explain  ambiguity  in  ancient  grant. &c.  1 024 — 1026 
when  admiss.  to  raise  presump.  of  dedicon.  of  highway  ....  154,  155 

when  inadmjss.  to  raise  presump.  of  grant 154,  155 

USHER,  no  rigid  presumption  as  to  hiring,  for  a  year 196 

USURY,  laws  relating  to,  repealed 1449 

acquittal  in  penal  action  for,  evid.  in  act.  on  bond  where  usury 

pleaded     .    .    '. 1449 

UTTERING,  on  indict,   for,  other  uttgs.,   &c.,  admiss.  to  prove  guilty 

knowl.  or  intent     .  325,  326 

can  married  woman  be  convicted  of? 210 

VALUATION,  METROPOL.,  ACT,  1869.     (See  Table  St.  32  &  33  V.  c.  67) 
VALUATION  LISTS  of  property  in  Metrop.,  how  inspected     .    .        .        1301 

how  proved 1371 

effect  of 1510 

presumed  duly  made 92 

VALUATIONS  IN  IRELAND,  under  poor  law.     (See Pom- iaw)      .    .'.    1510 

VALUE,  allegations  of,  need  not  be  proved  in  general.     (See  Variance)  .      278 

must  be  proved,  where  value  an  essential  element  of  offence     .    .      279 

e.g.  bkrpt.  fraudulently  removing  or  concealing  property  worth  lOZ.     279 

absconding  with  property  worth  20/. 279 

a  person  maliciously  injuring  property  exceeding  5! 279 

tenant  stealing  chattel  or  fixture  let  to  him  exceeding  51.    .    .      279 

stealing  in  dwelling-house  to  value  oi  51 279 

steal.or  maliciously  damaging  trees  in  a  park,  &c. ,  exceeding  1/.     279 

or  trees  elsewhere  exceeding  51.       279 
when  value  of  each  article  should  be  separately  alleged  .    .  279,  280 

of  coin,  judicially  noticed .        22 

of  goods  sold,  must  be  10/.  to  come  under  St.  of  Frauds  .        ...      870 

VARIANCE,  evidence  must  correspond  with  allegations        233 

sufficient,  if  substance  of  issue  be  proved 233 

abuses  o'f  old  law  of 234 

amendment  of,  when  allowable.     (See  Amendment) 235 — 260 

^      surplusage,  definition  of .      262 

need  not  be  proved 262 

instances  of 263—266,  268,  269 

distinction  between  unnecessary  averments,  and  those  stated  with 

needless  particularity 266 — 268 

cumulative  allegations  in  criminal  cases  immaterial 269 — 273 

several  intents — compound  intents  in  criminal  cases   .    .    .  271,  272 

how  far  intent  must  be  proved  as  laid 271,  272 

partychargedwithfelonyormisdem.maybeconvicted  of  attempt  272,  273 

cumulative  allegations  in  civil  cases  immaterial 274 

(4670) 
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formal  allegations  need  not  be  proved 274 

what  are  formal  allegations 274 

averments  of  place 274,  275 

what  are  local  offences 276,  277 

averments  of  time 278 

of  number  and  value 278 — 280 

of  quality 281 

of  mode  of  killing ^ 281 

matter  of  essential  description  must  be  proved  as  laid    ....  282 — 288 

name  or  nature  of  property  stolen  or  damaged 282 

description  of  animals  by  generic  term 282,  283 

of  forged  instrument 283,  284 

names  of  persons  injured ...    .284,288 

of  persons  mentioned  in  indictment 285,  286 

of  joint  owners 286,  287 

.of  prisoner 288 

between  bought  and  sold  notes,  effect  of.  (See  Bought  <&  Sold  Notes)  390 — 

392 
between  document  produced  and  that  described  in  notice  to  admit    640 

VENDEE.     (See  Purchaser)  ^ 

VENDOR,  admission  by,  after  sale,  not  evidence  against  purchaser    .  687,  688 

when  estopped  from  denying  title  of  vendee 728 

warranty  of  title  by,  when  implied 1000, 1003 

of  quality  or  fitness  of,  goods  sold  by,  when  impli.  1004 — 1006 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER  ACT,  1874.   (See  TahleSt.  37  &  38  V.,  c.  78) 

presumptions  under 153 

VENISON,  possession  of,  raises  presumpt.  of  poaching,  when       .  .      351 

VENUE,'what  offences  are  local 276,  277 

need  only  be  stated  in  margin  of  indictment 275 

VERACITY  of  wit.  how  impeached  by  evid.  of  bad  char.  .        339,  1257—1259 
how  sustained  by  evid.  of  good  character     .    .  1259, 1260 

VERBAL.     (See  Oral) 

VERDICT,  presumption  of  validity  of         .  ,     • 109 

jurors  cannot  prove  mistake  or  misbehaviour  in  regard  to   ...    .      913 

when  evidence  in  nature  of  reputation 551,  552, 1437 

how  proved , 1334 — 1338 

defects  in  pleading,  how  far  cured  by       ....      109 

VERITAS  NOMINIS  tollit  errorem  demonstrationis,  how  far  a  safe  maxim  1032 
VESSEL.     (See  Ship) 

VESTING  BY  OPERATION  OF  LAW,  how  effected  865,  866 

VESTRY  BOOKS  admissible  as  official  documents   .    .  .         "...    1358 

effect  of,  in  evidence ....  .    .  1511 

VESTRY  CLERKS,  presumption  of  appointment  of,  from  acting         .  187, 188 

VETERINARY  SURGEONS,  proof  and  admiss.  of  registers  of.        .        .    1399 

VETERINARY  SURGEONS  ACT,  1881.   (See  Table  St.  44  &  45  V.,  c.  62) 

VEXATIOUS  PROSECUTIONS,  costs  of  prisoners  in,  how  paid  .        .        1075 

VICAR.     (See  Parson) 

VICE- WARDEN  OF  STANNERIES.     (See  Sianneries) 

VICTUALLER,  implied  warranty  by,  that  provisions  wholesome   .    .    .    1004 

demise  to,  may  be  interpreted  by  usage  in  trade 995 

(4671) 
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VIEW,  of  locns  in  que,  or  chattel,  when  jury  allowed 501 — 505 

extent  of  power  of  court  to  order 504 

early  instance  of 501 

of  ship,  when  ordered  by  Ct.  of  Admiralty 504 

VINTNER,  implied  warranty  by,  that  wine  is  wholesome 1004 

VISITATION  BOOKS,  at  Heralds'  College,  admiss.  in  case  of  pedigree   579, 1504 

but  copies  of  such  books  inadmiss 1504 

VISITOR,  sentence  of  expulsion  or  deprivation  by,  judgment  in  rem     .    1431 

VIVA  VOCE,  all  courts  may  examine  witnesses    .  1186 

VOIRE  DIRE,  competency  of  witness  ascertained  on.   (See  Competency)  .    1185 

secondary  evidence  of  documents  admissible  on 423,  1185 

VOLUMINOUS  FACTS,  result  of,  provable  by  secondary  evid  .  422 

VOLUNTARY,  confessions  must  be.     (See  Confessions) 747 

whether  confessions  voluntary,  question  for  judge    .  35,748 

settlements,  when  avoided  by  bkrpt.  law 107 

should  contain  power  of  revocation 176,  177 

VOLUNTEER  CQRPS,  rules  for  management  of,  how  proved   .        .        .    1374 

VOTERS,  declaron.  of,  agst.  own  votes,  admiss.  on  trial  of  elect,  petitions     666 

persons  bribing   estopped  from  denying  his  right  to  vote    .    .  734 

notice  of  objection  to,  under  Election  Act,  how  signed   .  942 

inspection  of  lists  of,  under  Election  Act         ....  .    1300 

registers  of  parliamentary,  admissible .    .    1359 

VOTING  on  resolutions  at  meetings  of  creditors 1322 

VOTING  LETTER  used  for  what  purpose  in  bktcy.  proceed.  .      942 

must  be  signed  and  attested ...  .    .      942 

WAFER  GREAT  SEAL  judicially  noticed 10 

WAFER  PRIVY  SEAL  judicially  noticed ...        10 

WAGER,  no  ground  of  action 817 

evidence  in  support  of  indecent,  inadmissible        ...  .    .      817 

WAGES,  married  woman  may  sue  for 675 

presumption  of  time  of  hiring  from  .    .  ,    195 

WAIVER  of  written  agreement,  when  parol  evid.  admiss.  to  prove     972 — 976 

in  ease  of  statutory  written  agreements,  how  far 974 

of  written  agreements  at  common  law 973 

of  deed,  can  only  be  effected  by  deed 972 

of  notice  of  dishonour,  when  presumed  from  drawers'  subseq.  con- 
duct   698 

of  one  objection,  when  presumable  from  party  taking  another  .    .      698 
of  forfeit. or  not.  to  quit,bylandld.suing  or  distrain,  for  oraccep.rent  698, 

699 

by  landlord  having  misled  tenant  ....      726 

not  eifected  by  landlord's  silent  acquiescence         ...    .  700,  701 

of  notice  to  quit,  legal  etfect  of  .    .    .• 699 

in  part,  by  witn.  of  his  protection  against  self-criminat.,  effect  of    1253 

by  witness,  of  his  right  to  his  expenses,  effect  of 1058, 1080 

by  client,  of  his  right  to  exclude  communic.  to  his  solicitor,  effect  of    798 
what  amounts  to  .    .    .  798 

WALES,  many  equity  records  of  Welsh  cts.  in  custody  of  Master  of  Rolls  1269 

how  inspected 1267 

how  proved 1310 

WALL.     (See  Sea) 

presumption  as  to  ownership  of 144 

inscription  on,  provable  by  oral  evidence 404,  405 
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"WAR,  existence  of,  ■when  judicially  noticed 24 

provable  by  recital  in  public  statute 1416 

admissib.  and  effect  of  foreign  declarat.  of,  sent  to  jSecret.  of  Sta^e      1418 

articles  of,  how  proved 4, 1309 

require  no  proof  of  cumulative  allegations 273 

WAED,  presumption  against  deed  of  gift  to  guardian  by 172 

"WARD  IN  CHANCERY,  when  solicitor  must  furnish  address  of     .    .  805,  806 

"WAREHOUSEMAN,  when  estopped  from  denying  title  of  bailor    .    .    .      727 

delivery  of  goods  to,  amounts  to  accept,  within  St.  of  Frauds,  when    898 

no  rigid  presumption  as  to  hiring  for  a  year    .  ...  196 

"WARLIKE  STORES,  possession  of,  raises  presump.  of  guilt,  when    .  349,  350 

"WARNING  prisoner  against  confession.     (See  Caution) 

on  what,  servant  may  be  discharged  49,  195 

"WAR  OFFICE,  some  of  the  papers  of  the,  now  in  Record  Office  ....    1269 

"WARRANT,  proof  of 1346 

jurisdiction  must  appear  on  face  of       .  166 

how  far  evidence  of  facts  recited  in       646,  647 

attendance  of  witnesses,  when  enforced  by.    (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses) 
of  tlistress,  to  enforce  invalid  rate,  when  action  lies  agst.  Js.  for 

issuing 1427 

foreign,  proof  of,  under  Ex|iradition  Act 1328 

issuing  from  Treasury,  hovi'  signed 954 

issued  by  Speaker,  need  contain  no  recital 107 

"WARRANTS  OF  ATTORNEY  and  cognovits  must  he  filed  in  Cent.  Office     956 

how  inspected  when  filed 1279 

how  attested 950 — 955 

must  he  attested  by  solicitor  expressly  named  or  adopted  hy  deft.  950,  95r 

solicitor  need  not  he  certificated ' .    .    .    .  .    .      951 

must  he  other  than  one  acting  for  plaintiff  .  ...      951 

should  explain  nature  and  effect  of  instrument  ....  ...      952 

need  not  read  it  to  client  unless  desired 952 

attestation  clause  must  state  distinctly  : — 

1.  that  witness  is  solicitor  to  party  executing 952 

2.  that  he  subscribes  as  such 952 

instances  of  insufficient  attestation  clauses 953 

of  sufficient    ...  .  953,  954 

rule  does  not  apply,  where  party  executing,  is  himself  a  solicitor       954 
hut  extends  to  warrants  of  attorney  executed  abroad   ....      954 

rule  extends  to  all  cognovits 954 

hut  only  to  warr.  of  att.  to  confess  judgment  in  personal 

actions , S54 

strangers  or  sureties  cannot  set  up  improper  attestation 955 

must  be  proved  by  attesting  witness     ...  1564 

existence  of,  cannot  be  proved  by  rule  of  court  setting  it  aside  .    .    1502 

"WARRANTY  by  servant,  at  time  of  sale,  evidence  against  master,  when  533,  534 
alitor,  as  to  admission  made  at  another  time  .      534 

amendment  of  declaration  on,  when  allowed 245,  246 

in  action  for  breach  of,  when  scienter  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage    262 

of  road-worthiness  of  carriage,  how  far  hy  carrier 998,  999 

of  sea-worthiness,  implied  in  voyage-policy 997 — 999 

not  implied  in  tirpe-policy 998 

of  lighters,  not  implied  in  marine-policy     .    .    i 899 

of  goods  in  voyage-policy,  not  implied 971 

of  quiet  enjoyment,  implied  in  lease 1001 
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of  title,  in  contracts  for  sale  of  estates,  how  far  implied     ....    1000 

in  demises  of"  real  property 1001 

in  sales  of  goods  and  chattels 1003 

in  sales  of  copyright      1003 

of  fitness  and  quality,  in  demises,  and  in  sales  of  goods    .    .  1001 — 1006 

of  genuineness,  in  article  bearing  trade-mark     .    .    .    .  • 1006 

I  of  utility  or  novelty,  when  not  implied  in  contract  for  sale  of  a 

patent 1006 

by  artist  or  artisan,  of  possession  of  competent  skill 1008 

of  authority  to  bind  principal,  when  implied  in  agent's  contract  .    1009 

"WASTE  presumed  to  belong  to  lord  of  manor,  when   ...:....  146,  147 

approvement  of,  by  lord,  presumption  respecting 147 

digging  gravel  in,  "by  lord,  presumption  respecting 146 

enclosed  by  tenant,  presumed  to  be  for  landlord 147 

lying  by  highway,  presumption  as  to  ownership  of 143 

reputation  respecting  boundaries  of,  when  inadmiss 543 

acts  of  ownership  in,  one  part  of,  when  evidence  of  title  to  another    309 
allegon.  of,  will  not  let  in  evid.  of  bad  husbandry    ...  .      289 

when  tenant  for  life  may  not  commit  equitable 176 

of  assets,  what  evidence  of,  in  action  against  exor.  or  admor.    •.    .      711 

WATCH  presumed  to  go  correctly ,   202 

WATER,  in  action  for  diverting,  effect  of  merely  denying  obstruction  .    1450 

right  to,  when  barred  by  Prescription  Act 97 

how  taken  out  of  Prescription  Act .97,  938 

register  of  meter  is  evidence  of  quantity  supplied 202,  203 

fraudulent  abstraction  of,  proof  of 353 

WATER  COMPANIES,  proof  of  regulations  of 1414 

WAY,  right  of,  when  barred  by  Prescription  Act 97 

how  taken  out  of  Prescription  Act 97,  938 

must  be  granted  and  assigned  by  deed 835 

reputation  respecting  private  right  of,  inadmiss         544 

WAY-GOiNG  CROP,  custom  as  to,  when  admissible  to  explain  lease  .  995 
WEEK,  meaning  of,  in  theatrical  contract  may  be  proved  by  usage  .  .  .  988 
WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES  ACT,  1878.  (See  Table  St.  41  &  42  V.,  c.  49)  j 

WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES  judicially  noticed 22 

proof  of  verificat.  of  local  standard 1391 

when  verilicat.  presumed      164 

account  of  local  verified  standards  to  be  kept  by  B.  of  Trade     .    .    1391 
WELSH  COURTS.     (See  Wales) 

WESLEY  AN  register  of  births,    marriages,    and  burials,  when  inadmis- 
sible    ' 1355 

WHARFINGER,  when  estopped  from  denying  title  of  bailor 727 

delivery  of  goods  to,  ainounts  to  accept,  within  St.  of  Frauds,  when     898 
WHOLE,  of  admission  or  confession,  must  be  taken  together   ....  643,  746 

jury  need  not  give  equal  credit  to  every  part 643,  644,  747 

of  answer  and  examinations,  rule  in  equity  as  to  reading   ....      647 

of  an  entire  document  must  be  put  in  evidence 644,  645 

of  an  entire  correspondence,  how  far  necessary  to  read 649 

of  a  document  must  be  read,  to  interpret  it  properly 960 

WIDOW,  does  the  law,  protect,  communons.  between  hash.  &  wife,  apply 

to? 872 

WIFE.     {See  Husband,  and  Wife,  Married  Woman) 
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"WIGEAM,  his  rules  for  interpreton.  of  wills 962—964 

"WILLS,  parol  evid.,  how  far  admiss.  to  explain.   (See  Parol  Evid.)  1015 — 1046 
declarations  of  intent.,  how  far  admiss.  to  explain.     (See  Parol  Evid.) 
evid.  as  to  errors  of  draughtsmen  in,  generally  inadmiss    ....      179 
may  prove  by  parol  evid.  that  will  was  not  execu.  the  day  it  bears 

date        979 

lost  or  destroyed,  probate  of,  when  granted 402 

made  by  British  subjectout  of  U.  K.,  probate  when  granted  912,  Errata 

in  other  cases  probate  of,  when  granted 912,  lu53 

presumptions  respecting  : — 178^185 

that  testator  knew  contents  of  will  executed  by  him    .    .  178 

exception  to  this  presumption         ...     • 178 

when  this  presumption  is  conclusive 179 

that  separate  sheets  of  paper  form  part  of  one  will,  when  .  180 
that  if  test,  might  have  seen  he  did  see  witn.  subscribe  .    .      180 

that  will  was  properly  attested ■ .    .      180 

that  alterations  and  erasures  in,  were  made  after  execution    180 
this  doctrine  inapplicable  to  the  filling  up  of  blanks  .      181 
that  will  has  been  destroyed  by  testator,  if  traced  to  him  and 

not  forthcoming      181 

that  a  testator  subsequently  insane  was  not  insane  when  will 

destroyed  by  him  182 

that  will  found  defaced  among  test.'s  papers  was  intention- 
ally mutilated  1)y  him 182 

but  not  that  destruction  of  will  is  revocation  of  codicil  .  .  182 
that  specilio  bequest  were  intended  to  pass  in  their  entirety  182 
that  annuities  and  legacies  abate  rateably,  if  assets  deficient  182 
that  annuity  bequeathed  was  for  life  of  annuitant     .    .  183 

that  legacy  to  exor.  was  given  to  him  in  that  character  .  .  183 
that  exors.  are  trustees  of  undisposed  of  residue  for  next  of 

kin .    .      184 

presumption  failing  next  of  kin 184 

as  to  meaning  of  "children,"   "cousins,"   "family,"  un- 
married             .'         184,  185 

as  to  meaning  of  "  moneys, "  "furniture,"  "debenture"  185 

that  emblements  were  intended  to  pass  to  devisee     .        .  184 

for  other  presumpt.  respect,  wills  made  prior  to  1st  Jan., 

1838 178 

no  presumption  of  undue  influence  recognised  in  respect  to       172 

Vice-Ch.  Wigram's  rules  for  the  interpretation  of 962 — 964 

thirty  years  old,  require  no  proof Ill,  1567 

Will  Act,  7  W.  4  &  1  v.,  c.  26,  carried  by  Ld.  Langdale     ...      900 

came  into  operation  1  Jan.  1838 900 

provisions  of,  contrasted  with  St.  of  Frauds 901 

applies  to  all  wills  of  freehold,  copyhold,  cr  personal  estate    .        .      901 
^  to  appointments  by  will  in  exercise  of  a  power     ...        .      900 
two  attesting  witnesses  suificient,  but  necessary    .        ...  901 

testr.  must  make  or  acknbwl.  sig.  in  contemporaneous  presence  of 

witn 901 

will  must  be  signed  "at  foot, or  end" 901,906 

injustice  caused  by  over  strict  construction  of  these  words  .  .      906 

remedied  by  15  &  16  V.,  c.  24 907 

witness  need  not  sign  at  precise  end  of  will 908 

attesting  witnesses  must  sign  at  same  time 901 

presence  means  mental  as  well  as  bodily  presence 902 

how  far  witness  must  subscribe  in  presence  of  testator 903 

what  sufficient  acknowledgment  of  will       904 

when  court  will  presume  due  execution 905 
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mode  of  signature  by  testator  and  witnesses,  what  sufficient  .    906 — 908 
how  far  documents  may  be  incorporated  in  will  by  reference     .    .      910 
wills  by  soldiers  and  seamen,  how  far  accepted  from  Act     900,  911,  912 
seamen  and  marines  as  to  pay,  prize  money,  &c.,  how  ex- 
ecuted          901 

Indian  Will  Act,  what  sufficient  execution  under  .........      900 

how  wills  of  Englishmen  may  be  made  in  foreign  countries    912,  Errata 

revocation  of  toills  under  Will  Act: —        912 

by  marriage,  when ;   .    .        .      912 

not  by  presump.  of  in  ten.,  on  ground  of  alteration  of  circes    .    .    .      913 

by  subsequent  will  or  codicil 913,  914 — 916 

by  writing,  declaring  intention  to  revoke,  executed  as  a  will  .  .  913 
"by  burning,  tearing,  or  otherwise  destroying  will     .    .    .      913,  916,  917 

effect  of  cancelling  will 918 

of  obliterations  of  of  erasures  in  wills 918 

Will  Act  applies  to  all  revocations  and  alterations  of  wills  after  1st 

Jan.,  1838,  though  wills  made  before  that  date 919 

erasures  or  obliterations  must  be  made  animo  revocandi     .  .      918 

.  when  substitution,  not  revocation  intended 919,  920 

distinction  between  revocation  of  will  and  ademption  of  legacy    .      976 

revival  of  wills  under  Will  Act    .   \ 920 

when  not  provable  by  affidavit   ......  1187 

sufficient  to  call  one  attesting  witness  to         366,  1735 

except  when  relating  to  real  estate 366,  1573 

of  realty,  provable  by  probate,  when 1497 — 1500 

of  married  women,  under  a  power,  effect  of  probate  of  .  1352,1463 
with  indorsement  of  probate  granted,  when  evid.  of  exor.'s  title  .    1352 

in  general  no  evid .  of  title  to  personalty 1352 

where  deposited  at  present 1271,  1272 

how  inspected,  and  copies  of,  obtained      ...        .  1272 

production  of,  may  be  enforced  by  Ct.  of  Prob.,  when 1540 

since  1st  Jan.,  1838,  infants  under  21,  incapable  of  making  .  .  .  128 
before  that  date,  boys  of  14  and  girls  of  12,  might  make,  when  .  128 
enrolmt.  of,  in  Yorkshire  &  Middlesex,  when  permit.  958,  959,  1402, 

Errata 
how  proved     .    .    1402 — 1403 

copy  of  enrolment  of,  when  evidence  of  will 1407,  1408 

registration  of,  in  Ireland,  proof  and  effect  of 1408,  1409 

on  indictm.  for  forging,  is  the  probate  evid.  for  defendant?        .    .    1433 
for  stealg.   or  fraud,   destroyg.   or  coucealg.-  need  not  state 

propty   .    .        .  287,  288 

deft,  cannot  be  convict.,  if  he  has  disclosed  offence  on  oath    .    1245 

witness  not  bound  to  produce  will,  under  which  he  claims  as  devisee  420 

descriptions  in,  when  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree  ....   571 — 573 

WINDING-UP  ACTS.     (See  Joint-Stock  Company) 

WINDMILL,  right  of  passage  of  air  for,  not  within  Prescription  Act  .    .        97 

the  grant  of  such  right  cannot  be  presumed  from  user 156 

WINDOWS.     (See  Light) 

WITHDRAWING  juror,  effect  of  .    .•  . 1470 

WITHHOLDING  EVIDENCE,  presumption  arising  from     137,  138,  349,  498, 

696 
when  allowable.     (See  Privileged  Communications,  Witnesses) 

WITHOUT  PREJUDICE,  offers  made,  inadmissible 678,  688 

WITNESSES,  when  more   than  one  necessary.     (See  Number  of  Wit- 
nesses)     819—833 

mode  of  enlbrcing  attendance  of  (See  Attendance  of  Witnesses)  1047 — 1126 
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commission  to  examine,  under  New  Rules.     (See  Commission)   459 — 467 

exempted  from  arrest,  when.     (See  Arrest) 1126 — 1135 

when  prisoners.     (See  Prisoner) 1084 — 1089 

protected  from  action  of  defamation 1126 

being  examined  under  Prob.  Act,  1857,  may  be  attended  by  coun- 
sel     1540,  1541 

must  be  tendered  their  expenses  in  civil  causes 1055,  1058 

not  in  criminal  cases 1060 

costs  for  special  detention  of,  when  allowed 1057 

procuring  and  qualifying,  to  give  evid.,  when  allowed 57 

scale  of  allowance  to.     {See  Allowance  to  Witnesses) 

allowed  expenses,  when,  in  felonies 1061 

in  misdemeanors 1062,  1063 

in  offences  against  the  coin \    1064 

in  misdem.  under  Debtors'  Act  or  Bkptcy. 

Act 1064 

in  Courts-Martial 1060 

when  brought  from  one  part  of  the  kingdom 

to  another 1060 

on  being  called  by  prisoner 1074,  1075 

may  receive  special  award  for  activity,  when 1072;  1073 

may  bring  action  for  costs  and  charges,  when 1059 

must  return  conduct-money,  when 1059 

serving  process  on,  in  court,  contempt 1135,  1136 

keeping  witnesses  away  from  court,  contempt 1136 

intimidating  witness,  misdemeanor  .    .  1136 

competency  of.     (See  Competency) 1137 — 1185 

question  forjudge .    .       .35,  1137 

demeanor  of,  observations  respecting 75 

depositions  of,  when  admiss.     (See  Depositions) 

examination  of; — 1186 — 1264 

must  generally  be  viv4  voce  and  in  open  court 1186 

when  affidavits  may  be  used 1186 — 1190 

mode  of,  left  much  to  discretion  of  judge 1192 

when  ordered  out  of  court: — 1192 — 1195 

upon  motion  of  either  party  at  any  period  of  trial 1192 

parties  sometimes  included  in  order  to  vrithdraw 1193 

so  prosecutors,  solics. ,  med.  men,  and  experts 1193 

remaining  in  court  after  order  to  withdraw,  contempt 1193 

but  no  ground  for  rejection  of  testimony 1194 

except  in  revenue  causes,  where  witness  inflexibly  rejected    .    .    1194 

this  exception  of  questionable  policy      .    .    1194 

rule  of  remote  antiquity,  and  the  great  value 1194 

Susannah  and  the  Elders 1194 

practically  adopted  in  Scotland 1195 

theoretically  in  both  Houses  of  Parliament 1195 

when  competency  of  witness  settled,  sworn  in  cause 1195 

examination  in  chief: —      1196 — 1219 

leading  questions  in  general  not  allowed ....    1196 

meaning  of  leading  questions 1196 

allowed  if  witness  obviously  hostile  or  interested 1197 

case  of  attesting  witness  called  to  satisfy  court 1197 

allowed  where  suggestions  necessary  to  refresh  memory  ...        .    1197 

e.  g.,  where  names  forgotten 1197 

to  identify  a  party 1197 

to  enable  witn.  to  contradict  another  as  to  contents  of  lost  letter  1198 

when  witness  is  of  tender  age 1198 

allowed  whenever  justice  plainly  requires  it 1198 
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when  and  how  witness  may  refresh  his  memory.      (See  Memory)  1198 — 
■'  1206 

must  depose  to  facts  within  his  own  knowledge 1198,  1206 

need  not  speak  with  certainty  as  to  facts 1207 

cannot,  in  general,  speak  to  belief  or  opinion 1206 

may  speak  to  belief  or  opinion  on  some  subjects    ...        .....    1207 

e.  g.,  respecting  handwriting  or  identity 1208 

as  to  whether  husband  and  wife  attached  to  each  other  1208 

as  to  sanity  of  testator,  or  perhaps  of  any  one 1209 

rule  especially  applies  to  experts.     (See  Experts)    .    .       .        1209 — 1217 

party  cannot  discredit  his  own,  by  general  evidence 1218 

may  contradict  him  by  other  evi(Jence  if  adverse 1218 

by  leave  of  judge  may  prove  that  hehasmade  contradictory  statem.  1218 
this  rule  applies  to  all  courts,  civil  or  crim.     .        .    .  ....    1219 

and  to  all  persons  appointed  to  receive  evidence    .        .  ...    1219 

but  examiner  cannot  give  leave 1219 

special  application  must  be  made  to  court   ...  1219 

cross  examination  of: — 1219 — 1256 

excellent  test  of  truth .    .    1219 

Quintilian's  and  Alison's  rules  as  to  cross-examination 1220 

Ld.  Abinger's  axiom  on  same  subject  .        ...  1221 

neglected  by  Coleridge,  Att. -Gen.,  in  the  Tichhome  case    ....    1221 

Mr.  Ha vvkin's  ability  as  a. cross-examiner        75 

when  not  liable  to  cross-examination 1221 

if  called  under  subp.   due.  tec.   to  produce  docmnt.  and  not 

sworn 1221 

if  sworn  by  mistake,  whether  of  counsel  or  officer 1221 

if  examination  in  chief  stopped  by  judge 1221,  1222 

but  liable  to  cross-exon.,  if  sworn,  though  not  examined  in  chief  .    1222 

not  usual  to  cross-examine  to  character .  1222 

prosecutor  not  bound  to  call  witnesses  on  back  of  indictment   .    .    1222 
usually  does,  and  if  not,  court  will,  that  prisoner  may  cross-ex- 
amine   1222 

Ct.  will  sometimes  call  witn.  not  on  back  of  indict. ,  for  same  pur- 
pose     1222 

how  far  prosecutor  may  re-examine  in  such  case 1223 

mode  of  conducting  cross  exon 1223 — 1242 

leading  questions  may  be  put,  within  what  limits 1223 

how  far,  if  witness  obviously  favorable  to  cross-examining  party  .    1224 
cross-ex.  not  lim.  to  matters  on  which  witn.  has  been  exam,  in  chief   1225 

aliter  in  America 1226 

course  of  proceeding,  where  witness  called  on  both  sides  .        ...    1226 
what  latitude  as  to.  relevancy  allowable  on  cross  exon.  .  122G — 1236 

judge  may  disallow  vexatious  and  irrelev.  quest 1227 

irfel.  questions  cannot  be  put  for  mere  purposes  of  contradictg  .    .    1227 

if  inadvertently  put  and  answered,  answer  is  conclusive 1227 

cannot  be  asked  respecting  adultery 1150 

may  be  asked  as  to  alleged  crimes  or  improper  conduct  on  his  part    1228 
answer  of  witness  on  these  points  usually  conclusive    ...  .    1229 

exception  in  case  of  actual  conviction 1225 

which  may  be  proved  if  witness  denies  fact,  or  refuse  to  answer  .    .    1229 

proof  of  conviction  by  certificate 1229 

if  questions  be  relevant,  answers  may  be  contradicted  .    .  .    1229 

if  irrele\ant,  they. cannot 1229 

what  are  relevant  (juestions 1229 

questions  as  to  motives,  interest,  or  conduct  of  witness 1231 

tending  to  impeach  impartiality  of  witness 1231 

as  tp  witness  being  offered  or  receiving  a  bribe     ....    1234 
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questions  as  to  witness  being  plaintiflTs  mistress 1231 

as  to  inconsistent  former  statements  of  witness    ....    1235 

the  particular  occasion  must  be  designated    ....    1235 

as  to  witness  having  before  expressed  different  opinion  .    1236 

irrelevant  to  ask  what,  opinion  witness  has  given  of  merits  of  cause    1236 

old  rule  not  to  cross-examine  on  docum.  without  producing  them    1236 

this  rule  abrogated,  and  present  rule 1236,  1237 

how  if  document  lost  or  destroyed 1237 

cross-examining  party  may  interpose  evidence'lo  prove  loss  .    1237 

must  original  be  produced  to  cross-examine  upon  ? 1237 

will  a  copy  suffice  if  original  be  a  record  ? - 1238 

old  rule  for  cross-examine,  in  Crown  Ct.  respecting  depositions  .    .    1239 

decisions  on  these  rules 1240 

general  rule  for  cross-examining  as  to  former  statement 1241 

right  of  party  to  see  documents  shown  to  his  witness  on  cross-exon.  1242 

'    viTiat  questions  witness  may  refuse  to  answer: — .    1242 

those  tending  to  expose  him  or  wife  to  crim.  charge,  penalty,  or 

forfeit 1242 

same  rule  in  all  British  tribunals 1243 

where  fact  forms  single  remote  link  which  may  implicate  him  .    .    1244 

protection  carried  too  far 1244 

sounder  rules  in  New  York 1244 

confined  there  to  questions  subjecting  witn.   to  punishment  for 

felony 1244 

exceptions  recognised  by  statutes  in  this  country 1245,  1246 

how  far  Court  must  determine  as  to  tendency  of  answer     ....    1247 
if  prosecution  or  forfeit,  barred  by  time  or  pardoned,  privil.  ceases  1248 

how  far  rule  extends  in  bankrupt  law 1248 

whether  bound  to  answer  questions  directly  degrading 1249 

where  transaction  is  material  to  issue 1249 

where  not  directly  material,  but  put  to  test  character  of  witn.  1250 
distinction  between  transactions  of  recent  or  remote  date  .    .    1251 

must  answer  questions  indirectly  degrading 1251 

subjecting  him  to  civil  suit 1252 

.  when  bound  to  produce  documents 1252 

when  not 419 — 421 

privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  is  that  of  witness,  not  of  party    .    1253 

counsel  cannot  make  the  objection 1253 

judge  not  bound  to  warn  witness,  but  often  does 1253 

may  claim  protection  at  any  stage  of  inquiry 1253 

cannot  object  until  sworn 1254 

inference  to  be  drawn  from  witness  refusing  to  answer 1255 

answers  of,  when  excluded,  or  not  compelled,  on  grounds  of  policy. 

(See  Privileged  Communications) 781 — 788, 1256 

effect  of  death  or  illness  of,  rmder  cross-examination 1256 

modes  of  impeaching  credit  of: — 1257 — 1259 

1.  by  disproving  his  testimony 1257 

2.  by  proof  of  inconsistent  statements  made  by    ....    .    1257 

3.  by  evid.  of  reputation  as  to  his  character  for  veracity     .    1257 

extent  of  this  inquiry 1257 — 1260 

charac.  of  impeaching  witn.  maybe  impeached  in  turn  1259 
how  far  this  plan  of  recrimination  may  be  carried  1260 
evidence  of  general  character.     (See  Character)  .       .      328 

re-examination  of: — • l^Tn 

in  Chancery,  (Irel.)  must  follow  immediately  after  cross-exam.       12bO 

what  questions  can  be  put  in  re-examination 1260 

may  be  re-examined  to  irrelevant  facts,  if  cross-examined  to  them   1261 
evidence  of  good  character  where  witness's  character  is  impeached    1262 
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judge  has  discretionary  power  of  recalling 1263 

when  he  ■will  exercise  such  power  .  1263 

practice  of  confronting ,.    .       .  1263, 1264 

secondary  proof  of  former  testimony  of,  when  admissible.     (See 

Secondary  Evidence)    .  423—495 

list  of,  must  be  delivered  to  party  charged  with  treason.   (See  IVea- 

son) 1167 

death  of,  lets  in  deposition .    .      429 

WOMEN,  credibility  of  testimony  of -  76,  77 

when  presumed  past  child-bearing 129 

how  attendance  of  married  women  can  be  enforced  by  recognizance  1049 
if  witness  married  woman,  expenses  should  be  tendered  to  her         1058 

jury  of,  when  prisoner  pleads  pregnancy .      497 

WOODS  AND  FOEESTS,  reports  of  Comm.  of,  how  proved  .  ....    1309 

WOEDS,  alleged  and  proved  in  slander,  variance  bet w. ,  when  amendable  243 — 

245 

must  be  interpreted  in  their  primary  sense,  if  possible 962 

what  is  their  primary  sense 962 

meaning  of,  when  judicially  noticed.     {See  Meaning) 21,22 

when  question  for  judge,  when  for  jury    .    .    ;    .        .64,65 

spoken,  may  be  easily  misinterpreted  .        .  738,  739 

WORK  AND  LABOUR,  contract  for,  is  not  within  s.  17  of  St.  of  Frauds    895 

WORKMEN.     (See  Employers'  Liability  Act) 

WORKS.     (See  Public  Works) 

WORKS  OF  ART.     (See  Copyright,  Sculpture,  Copyright  Acts) 

what  docum.  concerning  copyright  in,  may  be  signed  by  agents  947 

what  may  not 94S 

WORSHIP,  certificate  of  registration  of  places  of 1389 

WOUNDING-  with  intent,  person  acquitted  on  indict,  for,  may  be  indicted 

for  murder,  on  death  of  person  assaulted 1457 

WRECK,  what  constitutes 543 

right  of  lord  of  manor  to,  not  provable  by  hearsay 543 

royal  grant  of  right  of,  raises  inference  of  right  to  sea-shore  .    .    .      154 
presumption  of  guilt  from  possession  of  goods  taken  from  ....      351 

WRITS,  proof  of 1346 

inspection  of,  in  hands  of  officer,  not  allowed,  when 1288 

how  far  evidence  of  facts  recited  in  them     .    .  ...  .    1502 

when  presumed  to  be  duly  issued _        107 

need  not  contain  recitals,  when ' 107  108 

of  summons  and  execution,  renewal  of,  how  proved         .        .    .        1347 
may  be  sealed  in  blank,  and  filled  up  afterwards  ....  .    .    1560 

WRITINGS,  tending  to  crimini.  witn.,  he  is  not  bound  to  produce   1255, 1288 
contents  of,  not  provable  by  parol,  when.     (See  Best  Evidence)  .    .      368 
variance  between  writings  produced,  and  recitals  on  record,  amend- 
able.    (See  Amendment,  Variance) 
when  may  be  used  to  refresh  memory.     (See  Memory)     .    .    1198 — 1205 

need  not  for  that  purpose  be  admissible 1203 

though  not  produced,  cross-exon.  as  to,  allowed  in  civil  causes  .    .    1236 

modejof  proceeding  in  such  case 1236,  1237 

I      presumed  to  be  made  on  day  of  date .    ,      igg 

exceptions .    .  186  I87 

by  whom  to  be  construed.     (See  Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury)        61—66 

if  30  years  old,  require  no  proof HI 
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to  interpret,  whole  must  be  read  together 664,  960 

■written  words  of  greater  effect  than  printed  formula 961 

to  be  construed  in  primary  sense,  unless  peculiar  sense  necessary       862 

what  is  primary  sense  of  words      . •.        .      962 

cannot  be  'varied  by  parol.     (See  Parol  Evidence) .      963 

may  be  explained  by  parol 985 

may  be  reformed  or  rescinded,  when 970 

by  deed,  when  necessary  as  evidence  of  title.     (See  Deed)  .    .    835 — 853 
signed  writs,  when  necess.  under  St.  of  Frauds.   (See  St.  of  Frauds)  854 — 

899 
under  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act.     (See  Ld.  Tenterden' s  Act)  871,  921— 

934 

to  take  case  out  of  St.  of  Limit.   (See  Ld.  Tenterden's  Act)  656,  921 — 931 

out  of  Eeal  Property  Limit.  Acts.     (See  Limitations)       935 

out  of  Prescription  Act 938 

to  take  debt  on  specialties  out  of  Limit.  Acts         937 

special  contracts  with  Rail,  or  Can.  Cos.  must  be  by  .  .        938 

acceptance  of  bill  of  exchange  must  be  evidenced  by  .  .      939 

special  agreement  respecting  solicitor' s  remuneration  .  .    .      939 

special  contracts  with  pawnbrokers       941 

agreement  ,for  stoppage  or  deduction  of  artificers'  wages  .    .    .  939 

inventory  to  protect  lodgers'  goods  from  distress 939 

disclaimerof  lease  or  property  by  trustee  of  bankrupts    .  .  864 

indentures  of  apprent.  to  sea  service,  or  sea  fishing  serv.  .  .  940 

agreements  with  merchant  seamen,  how  signed ,      940 

with  drivers  or  conductors  of  hackney  carriages  in  Lon- 
don or  Dublin,  how  signed 941 

orders  relating  to  lunatics,  how  signed 941 

voting  letters,  and  ajipoint.  of  proxies  in  bkptcy 942 

notices  to  quit  a  holding  in  Irel ...      942 

what  other  notices  must  be  in  writing  signed 942 — 945 

notice  of  objection  to  voters  for  electing  members  .    .  942 

of  appeal  from  revising  barrister  .    .  .    .  943 

to  Quarter  Sessions 943 

of  chargeability  of  pauper,  and  of  grounds  of  appeal  943,  944 

notices,  c&c.  given  by  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  how  signed      945 

under  Cos.  Act,  1862,  how  signed         .    .    .      945 

warrants  of  treasury,  how  signed 945,  1305 

ordersandregulons.  issued  by  cert.  Departs,  of  Governm.,  howsigned  1305 

rules,  ord.,  and  regulat.  of  Local  Govmt.  Bd 946 

documents  from  commiss.  of  Customs,  how  signed        945 

what  writings,  must  be  signed  by  party  himself 946 

may  be  signed  by  agent  appointed  by  deed  947 

in  writing     .  947 

by  parol  .      947 

effect  of  rules  on  this  subject .        .  947,948 

what  writings  must  be  attested.     (See  Attesting  Witness) 

warrantsofattorn.&cognovits.howextd.    (See  Warrani-s  of  AH.)  950 — 955 

public.     (See  FitJiUe  Records  and  Documents) 

private.     (See  Private  Writings) 

unpublished,  when  evid.  on  charge  of  sedition   ...  .    .      526 

spoliation  of,  presumption  from    .        .  .    .  .    .    130,  137 

withholding  of,  presumption  from .    .        .  137,  138,  696 

no  notice  to  produce  necessary  in  trover  for 379,  415 

in  indictment  for  larceny  of  379,  415 

identity  of,  in  such  cases,  provable  by  parol 379 

parties  to  written  agreement  may  prove  parol  contemporaneous 

agreement  on  collateral  matter 9^ 
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"WEITTEN INSTEUMENT.     (See  Writings) 

WRONG-DOER,  when  ploof  of  possession  sufficient  title  against  .  .  147—149' 
of  receipt  of  rent,  sufficient  title  against  .    .      148 

WRONGFUL  DISMISSAL,  in  action  for,  what  interrog.  may  be  asked  .      482 

YEAR,  agreement  not  to  be  performed  within,  must  be  by  writing  signed  870 
the  consideration  must  appear  expressly  or  impliedly  in  the  writing    871 

what  is  such  an  agreement     .    .  886 — 888 

hiring  for  a,  when  presumed 195 

YEAR  TO  YEAR,  tenancy  from,  when  presumed 194 

how  determinable 48,  49 

tenancy  at  will,  how  converted  into  tenancy  from        .  .  852,  855 

YORKSHIRE,  deeds,  convey.,  &  wills,  may  be  registered  in    958,  959,  1402, 

certif.  of  regist.  and  searches  must  be  signed  by  registrar  and  sealed  1402 
proof  and  effect  of  certificates  indorsed  on  instrum.  registered  in  .  1402 
proof  and  effect  of  certificate  of  searches  in  office  books  ....  1403 
any  person  may  require  copy  of  or  extract  from  enrolled  docs.,  &c.  1407 
proof  and  effect  of  such  office  copies ' 1408 

YORKSHIRE  REGISTRIES  ACT,  1884.     (See  Table  St.  47  &  48  V. ,  c.  54) 

directions  under,  respecting  old  registers,  &c 1408 

respecting  copies  of  old  enrolled  bargains  and  sales    .    .    1408 
such  copies  signed  and  sealed  by  registrar  to  be  as  good  evid.  as 
old  attested  copies  • .    1408 

ZEAL,  danger  of  relying  on  zealous  witness    ....  .    .    '.  75,  88,  89 

proof  of  indomitable,  in  illustrating  this  branch  of  the  Law    intra — ■paamm 
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